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Pe ea Ae BE 

Tuer present volume consists of literary texts, like Parts V and XI. 

The papyri of Lysias (1606), Hyperides (1607), Aeschines Socraticus 

(1608), and an oration on the cult of a Roman Emperor (1612) belong 

to the first of the three large literary finds of the 1905-6 season, 

which produced 841-4, &c,, and has now been completely published ; 

those of Ephorus (1610), a work on literary criticism (1611), and 

Herodotus (1619) belong to the second, which is not yet exhausted. 

Most of the other texts were found in the early part of the same 

season. 

Prof. Hunt’s continued absence from Oxford on military duties 

has prevented him from taking an active part in the decipherment and 

editing of this volume, but he has revised some of the papyri and the 

proofs. We are much indebted to Mr. E. Lobel, who has made 

numerous suggestions in the reconstruction and interpretation of the 

new classical texts, and to Dr. J. V. Bartlet for similar help in regard to 

the new theological texts. The assistance on various points afforded 

by Mr. T. W. Allen, Profs. J. Burnet, J. B. Bury, and A. E. Housman, 

Dr. C. Hude, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, Sir William M. Ramsay, Prof. M. 

Rostowzew, and Sir John E. Sandys is acknowledged in connexion 

with the individual papyri. 

The two sections consisting of Contracts and Private Accounts, 

which were omitted from Part XII owing to want of space, are held 

over for Part XIV, which will contain non-literary documents and is in 

active preparation. We hope to issue it in the course of 1919, and that 

Mr. J. de M. Johnson’s edition of the valuable Theocritus papyrus 

discovered by him at Antinoé will be issued simultaneously. 

BERNARD P. GRENFELL. 

Queen's CoLLrGE, Oxrorn, 

SEPTEMBER, 1918, 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD, OF PUBLICATION AND 

Lish OF ABBREVTAGLONS 

THE general method followed in this volume is the same as that in 
Parts I-XII. 1604 (Pindar) is printed in dual form, a literal transcript being 
accompanied by a reconstruction in modern style. In the other texts the 
originals are reproduced except for separation of words, capital initials in proper 
names, expansion of abbreviations, and supplements of lacunae. A reconstruction 
in modern form of the more complete portions of 1606-7 and 1610-12 is also 
given. Additions or corrections by the same hand as the body of the text are in 
small thin type, those by a different hand in thick type. Square brackets [ ] indi- 
cate a lacuna, round brackets ( ) the resolution of a symbol or abbreviation, 
angular brackets ¢ ) a mistaken omission in the original, braces { } a superfluous 
letter or letters, double square brackets {] ]] a deletion in the original. Dots 
placed within brackets represent the approximate number of letters lost or 
deleted ; dots outside brackets indicate mutilated or otherwise illegible letters. 
Letters with dots underneath them are to be considered doubtful. Heavy Arabic 
numerals refer to the texts of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri in this volume and 
Parts I-XII, ordinary numerals to lines, small Roman numerals to columns. In 
the case of vellum fragments the terms recto and verso are used with reference to 
the upper and under sides of a leaf, not to the hair-side and flesh-side. 

The abbreviations used in referring to papyrological publications are 
practically those adopted in the Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, viz. :— 

Archiv = Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung. 
P. Amh. = The Amherst Papyri, Vols. I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 
P. Brit. Mus. = Greek Papyri in the British Museum, Vols. I-V, by Sir F. G. 

Kenyon and H. I. Bell. 
P. Fay. = Fayiim Towns and their Papyri, by B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and 

D. G. Hogarth. 
P. Grenf. = Greek Papyri, Series I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 
P. Hibeh = The Hibeh Papyri, Part I, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 
P. Oxy. = The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Parts I-XII, by B. P. Grenfell and 

A Ss ELunt 
ey Se Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the Rylands Library, Vol. I, by 

oS laltavere. 
P. S. I. = Papiri della Societa Italiana, Vols. I-V, by G. Vitelli and others. 



In A POLOCICAL FRAGMENTS 

1594. NEW RECENSION OF TOBIT xii. 

6-2 7-5 cm. Late third century. Plate I (recto). 

A nearly complete leaf of a diminutive vellum codex, containing Tobit xii. 

14-19 in a recension which is not extant. Another fragment of a novel version 

of this popular apocryphon (ii. 2-4, 8) was published in 1076, but is later 

in date (sixth century) than 1594, which is written in a small neat uncial hand of 
an unusually early type, resembling the hands of 656 and 1007 (both Genesis: 

Part iv, Plate ii and Part vii, Plate i). 656 is probably earlier than A. D. 250 and 

likely to be somewhat older than 1007 and 1594, being written on papyrus and 

having no contractions, whereas in the other two fragments eds is contracted ; 

but, like 1007, 1594 was probably written in the second half of the third century. 

The leaf when complete was nearly square, and of approximately the same size 

as P. Ryl. 28 (Part i, Plate v), a fourth-century treatise on pavtixi: for other 

miniature codices of biblical texts cf. 842 and 1010. No punctuation is dis- 

cernible, but a diaeresis over an initial v apparently occurs on the verso, which 

is much damaged and difficult to decipher. There are traces of what may be lines 
of ruling in the margin of the recto, which is probably the hair-side. 

There are two main Greek recensions of Tobit, one represented by the 
Codex Sinaiticus (), the other by the Cod. Vaticanus (B) and Cod. Alexan- 
drinus (A). The recension of &, which is fuller and more picturesque than that 
of BA, is tending to be regarded as the earlier. Besides these two there is for 
chs. vi. Q—xiii. 8 a third Greek redaction represented by three cursive MSS., and 
from vii. 11 supported by the Syriac version, which before that point agrees with 
BA. This third recension occupies an intermediate position, being allied to 8 
but less verbose, and is sometimes supported by the Old Latin version, which, 
like the Aramaic and earlier Hebrew versions, generally supports 8. The view 
put forward in 1076 int., that 1076 belongs to the third Greek recension partially 
preserved by the cursives, was adopted in the latest and only fully equipped 
edition of Tobit, that of Mr. D. C. Simpson in Charles's Apocrypha and Pseud- 
epigrapha of the, O.T. i. 174 sqq.; cf. Fourn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 516 sqq. 

B 
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Leaving undecided the question whether the original language of Tobit was 

Greek or Semitic, he thinks that the book was composed in Egypt not long before 

170 B.C., and that the recension of N is the nearest approach to the original, 

while that of BA did not reach its present form until about A. D. 180, and the third 

recension was later still. 

The conditions of the problem are somewhat altered by the discovery 

of 1594, which is on the whole much nearer to BA than to § or the third recen- 

sion, here fortunately extant. In vv. 14-17, where the two main recensions 

do not greatly differ, 1594 agrees with BA against § in the insertion of ék (I. 3), 

dyiov (1. 3; dylov ayyétov BA; ayyéAwy &), Tpocavadepovow (1. 3; add. ras 

mpocevyas tov aylov BA; mapeotixaow &), the omission of atréy (1. 8), and 

the insertion of éorat (1. 12); against these can be set only the agreements with 

Nin the form érecap (I. 8), the insertion of dmar{ra in], 13 (mavta 8; om. BA), 

and xai for BA’s 67: in |. 9. In vv. 18-19, where the text of & is longer than that 

of BA and differently arranged, the new fragment agrees with BA in having 

évavrod, not ez, in 1. 15 and in constructing wdacas tas nyepas with @mravopny piv 

(Il. 18-19), whereas & connects the first phrase with the preceding evAoyeire 

or with an added repetition of it, ait@ tuveire. Against this must be set the par- 

tial agreements between 1594 and WN as to the verb in |. 16 (juny pe” dpor: 

om. B; 7\@ov A), and the occurrence in 1594. 20 of eOewpeire pe (cf. Old Latin 

videbatis me) corresponding to N's Oewpeiré we. With the peculiar readings of the 
third Greek recension 1594 agrees against the other two in respect of the omission 

of.Sdppay in |. 2, and of ayyeAwy in |. 3, the insertion of émi tv ynv in 1. 9, and the 

reading deod in |. 6 (@e00 without rod peyddov the cursives; cf. Dez Old Lat.). But 

elsewhere the third Greek recension follows § rather than 1594, and is shorter even 

than BA in v. 19. 

The new recension has also a number of peculiar readings, such as the 

constant use of kai asa connecting particle, where BA vary the monotony by 

dé (1. 12; om. &) or Gdev (l. 17; om. &) or the absence of connexion (I. 19), and 

especially the new arrangement. of vv. 18-19, which avoids both the obvious 

omission in B and the redundancy of § at this point. On the whole 1594, while 

belonging to the BA type of text, is distinctly better. Is this superiority to be 

explained as resulting from a revision of the BA text in the light of §, or from the 

priority and greater purity of the text illustrated by 1594, of which BA is a later 

form? The second hypothesis seems to us much the more probable for several 

reasons. In the first place 1594 is an older MS. than B or A. Secondly, the 

constant use of kai in 1594 points to a more archaic text than that of BA. 

Thirdly, the text of BA, where in comparison with that of 1594 it is markedly 

inferior, as in vv. 15 and 18, seems to have arisen out of the text of 1594, 
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not vice versa. In v. 15 the employment of éyos by BA three times within 
the same sentence, referring to different persons in each case, is intolerable, 

and the addition of tas mpooevxas tév dyiwv looks like a Christian gloss on 

mpocavaepovow, which is intelligible by itself, while BA’s ayiwv ayyéAwy (ayyéAwv 

5 Gyloy 1594 and the third recension) may be the result of a conflation of 

readings or of a confusion between ayiwv and ayAwy, a contraction of dyyéAwy 

found e.g. in 1603. 12. In v, 18 1594 has ey® ped’ ipav ovx Gri TH euavrod 

Xapite junv adda TH OeAroet Tod Oeod corresponding to B’s Gre od rij euavrod xdpute 

Gra TH OeAjorer TOD Oeod dpay without a verb, which is supplied by A (add. #AGov). 

The phrase ‘your God’ is very inappropriate in the mouth of an angel, and 

it is noticeable that the third recension, which at this point follows BA rather 
than §&, ignores judy. The explanation is probably that tov had really 

nothing to do with @eod, but is the survival of jjynv pe? tuov found in both 

1594 and §&, and that A’s 7\@oy is merely a correction inserted to restore 

the defective grammar. 1594’s phrase ody ri... in place of BA’s (drt) ovxi... 

gives a more literary touch to the passage, and might easily cause difficulty 

to some one who did not understand that ajunv was to be supplied with eyo 

ue?’ %uGv, with the result that a simpler construction was substituted. Fourthly, 

the result of an attempt to combine the merits of BA and & is partly ex- 

tant in the third recension, and though that edition now appears to have 

taken into consideration the text represented by 1594 as well as those of 8 and 

BA (cf. p. 2), it does not coincide with 1594, and is in fact nearer to & than to 

1594 or BA, just like 1076. That fragment on account of its affinity to W is still 

to be considered as probably a specimen of the missing portion of the third 

recension, not as part of the recension illustrated by 1594. We are therefore dis- 

posed to regard 1594 as an earlier form of the BA text, which developed out of 

1594 partly owing to certain editorial changes, partly owing to corruptions 

introduced in the normal course of transmission. 

There remains the question whether 1594 or & more closely represents the 

original text of Tobit. Owing to the small size of the fragment it is difficult to 

speak with certainty ; but with regard to the characteristics of the BA text which 

Simpson (Fourn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 527-8) selects as evidence for the later date 

of BA it is noticeable that (1) 1594 does not tend, like BA, to avoid kat 

as a connecting particle, (2) if 1594 is less redundant than in Il. 14-18, 

in ll. 19-20 it has a repetition which is absent from §, and (3) the two 

uncommon words in 1594, zpocavadpepovo. and omravdynv, and the unusual 

construction in Il. 14-16 are absent from §\, though as a rule the BA text is more 

commonplace than that of §. The & text is certainly not conspicuously better 

than that of 1594 in these six verses. The addition in & of Sdppav before 

B2 
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Ti vdpdnv in 1, 1 and the omission of é« in]. 3 and emt rHv ynv in |. g are 

no improvements ; ay(wy without BA’s dyyéAwr in |. 3 and apocavadepover without 
BA’s ras mpocevxas tév dyiwv are hardly open to the inferences which Simpson 

(op. cit. 521) draws from a comparison of the ‘ angelology’ of BA and NS concern- 

ing the later character of BA. The use of @e00 rot peydAov in |. 6 in place of N’s 

xvptov perhaps illustrates the ‘ tendency to emphasize the transcendental character 

of the Godhead’ which according to Simpson (/oc. cit.) serves to distinguish BA 

from &, and dzravecOa (1. 19), as he pointed out, came to have a definite 

Christian connotation, being found in Acts i. 3 with reference to the appearances 

of Christ after the Resurrection. But the word occurs in the LXX and Ptolemaic 
papyri, and curious linguistic affinities between Tobit xii. 16-22 and the Gospels 

(cf. Simpson’s n. ad /oc.) are traceable in the text of & as well as BA, so that the 

mere occurrence of dmrdvec@ar does not prove much. The reading of 1594 in 

v. 18 éy@ peO buy odx Tt TH €wavrod xXaptte ijunv is defensible against N’s ey dre 

Hunv pel tpav ovdxt TH eux Xapite juny pel Suov: but the arrangement of vv. 18-19 

as a whole is more satisfactory in § ; for mdoas Tas }épas is more appropriate in 

conjunction with evAoyeire than with @zravduny, and the repetition evAoyeire . . 

duveite in & is probably better than the repetition @zravdpunv .. . Cewpeire in 1594, 

which here combines the two verbs found singly in % and BA, though whether 

N’s Gewpeire is superior to €Oewpeire in 1594, here supported by the Old 
Latin, is very doubtful. In 1. 3 dyyéAwy (s) is perhaps preferable to ayiwv 

(1594), the two words being liable to confusion as soon as contractions came 

into use (cf. p. 3). 

Our conclusion therefore is that, while the recension of §§ is probably older 

than that of BA, § had before the age of the Antonines, perhaps even from the 
earliest times when Tobit was read in Greek, a rival in the shape of the text 

to which 1594 belongs. This was largely superseded after A.D. 200 by the 

BA recension, which was based on it; but traces of the influence of the 1594 

text are discernible in the Old Latin version, which was made probably 

before 300, and the 1594 text remained sufficiently important by the side of the 

BA text for it to be used in the compilation of the intermediate text found in the 

cursives and 1076, which was designed (in the fourth or fifth century ?) as a com- 

promise between the various conflicting versions of the story. The result of the 

discovery of 1594 is, we think, to diminish somewhat the superiority in point 

of age which can be claimed for the recension of § over others, and to increase 

the respect due to both BA and the third recension, as being either based upon 

or, in the case of the third recension, influenced by an older recension which 

is independent of 8 and may well contain some original elements. 



1594. 

Recto. 

[calrOar oe Kae Thy vup 

gnv cov eyw et Padhand 

Xi. 14 

15 

es ek Tov ¢ aylaly] ot mpoo 

avagepovolv Kal EloTropev 

ovTat evwmiov Tns do 

éns tov Ov Tov peyadou 

15 

NEW RECENSION OF TOBIT XII 5 

Verso. 

vuly eorat Kat Tov Oy [ev 

AoyerTe ELS Tov amaviTa 

atova eyo ped vuwv 18 

oUX OTL TH EfavTov yxapL 

Te nny adda Tn OedAn 

get Tov Ov Kat avroy evdo 

YELTE KaL Tacas Tas nHIE ‘19 

pas @mTavopnv vpilv 

kat eBewperte pe ore 

Kat evapaxOnoay o B Kat 16 

emegav €TL Tpocwmoy 

[elme THv ynv Kat epoBy 20 

10 [Onoav Kat exmev avjros nF 

[un poBeobe e:pnyn] 

ovlk epayov ovde emo 

tT line lost 

In place of a collation, we give the new text side by side with the three 

extant Greek versions and the Old Latin in full. 

1594. 

4 (daa\cbai oe Kal THY 

viugny cov. Peya elt 

“Papanr, eis €x Tav enTa 

aylov ol mporavadepovory 

kal ElomropevovTal Ev@rLoy 

ths Odéns tod Oeovd Tod 
4 16 ‘ , , 

peyddov. kal eTapda- 
e 4 Ni xXOnoay of So Kai érecay 

emi mpocwmov emt THY yh 

Kat epoByOnoav. 7 Kai 

[My go- 
~ ’ fa € =~ v 

Beiobe, eipyyy| bpiv Eorat: 

> 27 - 

€LTTEV au\7Tols 

kai Tov Oedv evdroyeire Els 
»\ a IA 18 2 A Tov amavTa aiava. eye 

yo ~ > a oN 9, pel bp@v ovx bTt TH Emav- 
~ s A ’ 4 an 

TOU XapITL HuNV, AAAG 7H) 

Beod» Kal OeAjoer Tov 

avtov evAoyeire. 1 Kal 

BA. 

Mh ldaacOai ce Kai tiv 

vipepny cov Sadppav. eyo 

elue “Paganr, eis ex Tar 
© A c - b , 

em7a& aylov ayyéov 

oi mpocavahépovaw Tas 

Tpocevxas TOV aylwy Kal 

ElOTOpPEVOVTAL EvOTLOY THS 

doénstov ayiov. Kaléra- 
4 e A Lg 

pax Onoav of dvokai érecov 

(-oav A) émi mpécomor, drt 

epoBnOnoav. 1 kai eimev 

avrois M7 poBeicbe (add 
eo ’ Ua ¢ -~ yw 

ort A) eipyyn byiv éorac: 

Tov d€ Oedy evdoyeiTe els 
ak 5 18 ¢ ten roy alava, '6re od TH 
> ~ 4, , 4 lel 

€“avTov xdpizt, ada TH 

OeAjoer Tod Oeod tpav 

(add 7AOov A): dOev ev- 

nN. 

1 (doacbat Kai Sdppav 

Thy vipdny cov. 

‘Paghanr, 
¢ Nv: My , a - 

EmMTa AYYEN@Y Ol TApETTH- 

15 eye 

elu eis TOV 

kacw kal €loTopevovTat 
b) , -~ 7 7 

evorov THs do€ns Kuptov. 

16 kai érapdxOnoar of dvo 

kal erecav emi mpocwmoy 

avtav Kat epoBnOnoar. 

Mkai eimev avtois My 

poBeicbe, elpyyn dpiv: 

Tov Oedv evAoyeite eis 
4 ‘ 7A 18 , ‘ TaVTA TOV alava. ey@ 

ére juny pel bua@v ovxi 

TH uh xapite juny pel’ 

bua@v, adda 7H OedAjoer 

Tov Oeod: avrov evdoyeire, 

KaTa Tdoas Tas nmepas 
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x ~ ~ ~ ‘ 

mdoas Tas jpépas @mta- oyeire advrov eis Tov avT@ bpveire. ' Kal Oe- 
- ~ ~ ~? i > w 

vounv dpiv Kali eOewpet- al@va. 1° mdoas Tas me wpeiTEe pe OTL ovK Efa- 
= : 

Té pe Or[t] ov[k Efayov... pas @mTavouny vy Kai yor... 

ovUK ehayov... 

Cursives 44, 106, 107. Old Latin. 

UW fdcacbai oe Kal Thy vopdny cov. U4 tentare te et Sarram nurum tuam. 

1 Feo enim sum Raphahel, unus de 

septem angelis sanctis qui adsistimus et 

conversamur ante claritatem Dei. Et 

conturbati sunt utrique et ceciderunt im 

faciem et timuerunt. Et dixit ils 

AHOnoay (dre &p. Om. 44). 17 Kal eirey Raphahel: Nolite timere, pax vobiscum, 
avrois, Mi poBeicbe, eipyivn byty eorat: Deum benedicite in omniacvo.  Etenim 

evroyeite Tov Oedv, dre ob TH EMH cum essem vobiscum non mea gratia 

xapite GA TH OeAjoer Tod Oecd ey Cram sed voluntate Dev: ipsi ergo 
benedicite, et omnibus diebus decantate 

et. Et videbatis me quia mandu- 

cabam... 

15 évé eit “Papanr, eis Tov aylwy Tov 
aha , 

TapecTotway ev@riov Tod Oeov. 1 Kat 
2 4 3 1h Se, ’ ‘ érapdxOnoay aupotrepo Kai éErecay emi 

iL ’ ~ ] ‘ ‘\ les a ’ 

TpoT@mov AUT@V ETL TV YY OTL eo- 

nrOov. 1° Kal ovK Epayov... 

3. mpocavapepovaw : this word occurs twice elsewhere in the LXX, Judith xi. 18 eAdodca 
mpocavoiow ao and 2 Mace. xi. 36 a de expwe mpooavevexOnvat T@ Bacrrei, 

11-12, That ore should be read in |. 11 before epyyy with A is improbable, the line being 
long enough without it, and similar words of connexion being avoided elsewhere in the frag- 
ment; cf. p. 3. It is just possible that v||et should be read instead of vp in |. 12. 

13. «us: eme might be read, but e’s is regularly used in this phrase in the LXX 
and N. T. 

15. ovx ort: « is the only alternative to x and the vestige of the next letter suits o, but 
note, so that ovkere is an unsatisfactory reading, even if it suited the context. The traces of 
7 are slight, but suggest no other appropriate reading, so that ovy or is practically certain ; 
cf, int. 

20-1. or|t | ov[k (So 8) is very uncertain, but suits the slight traces somewhat better 
than kale | ou[« (BA) or oul k e|paf yor. 

1595. ECCLESIASTICUS i. 

18 X 11-2 cm. Sixth century. 

A leaf from a papyrus codex, containing the first nine verses of Ecclesiasticus 

in the LXX, written with brown ink in large heavy round uncials of the 

type represented by e.g. Schubart, Pap. Graec. Berol. 44a (Lliad xxii), probably 

in the sixth century, to which documents found with or near 1595 belong. The 

numbering of the pages, if it existed in the position occupied by the numberings 
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in e. g. 1598, is not preserved, so that it is uncertain whether this is the first leaf 
of the codex or only of a section. The beginnings of verses are marked by fresh 

lines which project slightly, and the ends by high stops apparently throughout, 

though owing to injuries to the surface these are not always discernible. The 

usual contractions for #eds, xpos (but not in 1. 1), and odpards occur. 

Verse 7 émarnyn copias tive epavep@Oy Kal tiv TohvTeELplay adtHs tls cvvTKeED ; 

which is generally regarded as a doublet of v. 6, is omitted, as in the chief 

uncial MSS.; but v. 5 (any codias Adyos Oeod ev tWloro.s, kal ai Topeiar adrijs 

évroAal aidriot) is retained, as in some cursives and versions (cf. ll. 16-19, n.), 

though this too has generally been rejected as a doublet of the preceding 

verse; cf. Box-Oesterley in Charles’s Apocr. and Pseudepigr. i. 318. The resem- 

blance, however, between vv. 4—5 is much less marked than that between vv. 

6-7, and since v. 4 ends with alévos, v. 5 with aiévi1, the hypothesis that 

the disappearance of v. 5 is an error due to homoioteleuton has, we think, 

more to justify it than the view that it is a Pharisaic addition. In other 

respects the text of 1595 is not remarkable, the spelling and arrangement 

agreeing with NAC rather than with B. A note at the bottom of the recto 

perhaps refers to an omission. This is the first papyrus of Ecclesiasticus. 

Verso. Recto. 

[maloa copia mapa kuptov kat 1 ev vyptoTros: 

[let auTou eoTly Kal @l Toptat avt|ns ev 

fetls Tov al@va: TOAAL alwvtol|* 

[ap\uov Oadacowy Kat 2 20 plga oodias Ti|t ame 6 

5 |olrayovas veTou Kat KahupOn- 

[n|uEepas alwvos Tis Kal Ta Tavouvpynplara 

[e|faprOunoer: avuTns Tis eyr|o@- 

[vlos ovvov Kat mAaTos 3 eis ext coos (poe 8 

[ylns Kat aBvocoy Kat 25 pos apodpa: 

10 ©. goguay ils] eftxve KaOn|plevos emt tou 

[a|oec Opovov avrovj: 

[wplorepa TavT@Vy EKTL 4 KS autos exTicev [auTny ? 9 

[olrat codia: Kat eldey Kat e€n|piOun 

[kal| cuveots ppovnce 30 28= ev auTny 

15 ws €& almvos: Ka. e€exeev av7n[y emt 

[wnlyn codias oyos uv 5 TavTa Ta epya {auTou: 

[erave . avrny] 
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g-10. kas goguay: om. Syriac and Latin versions. 
16-19. This verse (5), omitted by the uncial MSS., is found in cursive 248 and others 

and in the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and Sahidic versions ; cf. int. 
22, mavoupynplara : so NAC; TravoupyeupaTa B. 

23-4. Between these lines several cursives (not 248), the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and 
Sahidic versions insert verse 7 emotnun oodias «rd. ; cf. int. 

24. aopos: this word, though found in the Greek MSS., is omitted by Box-Oesterley, 
7.c., following the versions. In place of ll. 24-5 the Syriac and Arabic versions have ‘ One 
(there is) who hath dominion over all her treasures’. 

28. «xs: B alone of the Greek MSS. assigns this word to the previous verse. That 
avtny, the reading of the MSS., was added at the end of the line is not quite certain, though 
without it the line would be rather short ; cf. 1. 33, n. 

29. «dev: SONC; ev BA. 

33. Whether this line, which was written in uncials by a different hand in darker ink 
but intentionally obliterated, has any connexion with the main text is uncertain. The 
readings of all the letters except the first four are very doubtful, and there are several 
ink smudges on both sides of the papyrus which seem to be accidental. If exavo is right, 
the reference is perhaps to an omission by the first hand, i.e. of avrny in 1. 28 rather than 
avrov in ], 32. 

1596. ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL vi. 

10-7 X 5:2 cm. Fourth century. 

A fragment from the lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex of St. 
John’s Gospel, containing vi. 8-12 and 17-22, but with the loss of slightly 

more than half the lines. It was found together with third—fourth century 
documents, and probably belongs to the early or middle part of the fourth 

century, the script being a medium-sized semiuncial. “I(nood)s is the only 

contraction, and one high stop occurs (I. 41) ; pauses are indicated by a slight 

space in |. 46, and probably by a larger space in the lacuna in 1. 49. The 

papyrus, though hardly so old as 208 (parts of i and xx) and 1228 (xv. 25- 

xvi. 31) and not very correctly spelled, is interesting on account of its early 
date, being probably older than 847 (ii. 11-22 on vellum). The text is eclectic 

in places (e.g. 1. 22), as often happens in early Biblical MSS., but tends, 

like 847, to support B rather than §&, to which 208 and to a less degree 1228 

incline,or A. There are 8 agreements with B in the 10 places where B and 

n* differ, and in only 1 out of 5 places, where A differs from both § and B, does 

1596 apparently support A (l. 21, n.). A new order of words seems to 

occur in a passage where all three of the chief MSS. differ (Il. 40-1, n.). 

Recto. 

14 lines lost 

15 [avtov Avdpeas o adedgos Xipolvos ITerpojv vi. 8 

[eorw mratdapiov wde os lye mevTe apTous ki pt 9 
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[O.vovs kat dvo oapia adl|Aa TavTa Te eoTW Els 

[tocovrovs eumev o Is rroinajare Tovs avOpwrovis fe) 

javatecew nv de xoptlos modus ev Tw ToT\w 

20 javerecay ovy ot] avdpes Tov apiO\ pov 

j@oer mevTakta|xiAetot eheBev ovjy Ir 

[rovs aprovs o Is klar evyapiotnoas cda| 

[Kev TOLS avaKELL|EvOLS OMolwms Kal EK 

[Tov oapioy ocoly nOedov ws de 

[everAnoOnoav| ever Tors pabnras alv 2 25 

Verso. 

13 lines lost 

[xovTo melpay tins Oaracons ets Kadhapvaovp 17 

40 [K|at okotta dn eylelylover Kat ov mpos avTous 

elAnduber o Is: te Oadacca avepou peya 18 L 
[Aolv mveovtos dteyed pero eXnAaKoTes ovy 19 

ws aTadiovs etkoo. mevTE 7 TplakovTa Oewpov 

jouly Iv TepimatouyyTa em. THS Oadacons 

45 Kal Evyus Tov mXoljov yivopmevoy Kat 

epoBnOncav o Se [Aeyer avTows eyo exp 20 

Hn poBeoba nOeAov ovy AaBew avTov 21 

els TO mAolov Kat €vbEews eyEvEeTO TO TAoOLOY 

eml TNS ys Els yiv UTNyoy TH ETav tN bo 

5° ploy o oxAos o €a7\nkws TEpay THS Oaracons 

idev ort mAovaptoy [ado ovkK nv EkEL EL py EV 

16-18. The restorations of these lines, based on § and B, are quite long enough, even 
allowing for the slope of the column towards the left, which is noticeable on the verso. 
Hence it is very improbable that 1596 agreed with A and many later MSS. in adding 
ev after waSapiov in |. 16 and de after eavev in |. 18, 

1g. xoptlos wodvs: so Nearly all MSS. ; zodus yopros A. 
20, ovy ot| avdpes: this, the reading of NB &c., suits the space better than ovp 

ot ar(pwm)or avdpes (A &c.). Some MSS. omit ow or o, and 1596 may have had 
ot av(@pwr)oe avdpes, omitting ovv. 

21. [wre (A and most MSS.) suits the length of the lacuna better than s (SB). 
edeBev: |. eXaBev. 

ovjy: so SCABD and some others; de N* &c. 
22. evyaptotnoas: So AB and most MSS.; evyapiornoey car ND &c. 



10 TITEN OXYRIT VINGEHMES “PA PYRE 

cSa[kev: SO S$D and some others; diedaxev AB and most MSS. 
23. kai: SO NAB and most MSS. ; Se car D &c. 
40. [x Jaw oKoT.a non eyfelylover: so AB and most MSS. 3 katehaBev de avtous n oKoT.a ND. 

40-I. ov mpos avutous le |AnAvOec o I(noov)s: ovmw And. 1(n0.) Tpos avt. Nj; ovmw mpos aut. 

€An\. 0 I(n0.) B; ove eAnd, mpos aut. 0 I(no.) A. There is not room for ovre here. 

41. te: so most MSS.; de D &c. 
42. dieye[pero: so B &c. 3 dupyepero NAD &c. 

43. ws: so 8B and most MSS. ; eae AD &c.; om. a few MSS. 
otad.ovs : so N# Vel BAB and most MSS.; oradia N*D. 

43-4. Oewpovjary: the supplement in 1. 43 is rather long; and possibly opolcc|y 
53 

occurred, though no such variant is known here. Before 1(yoov)v the MSS. insert zov, but 
there is certainly not room for |ro|v here. 

46. o de: so all Greek MSS. except 8, which has «at, 
47. poBerba : |. hoBeabe. 

49. exe Ts yns: SO SCABD and most MSS. ; em tyv -ynv N* &e. 
[vmnyov : so all MSS. except &*, which has umnvtncev. That reading is possible here, 

for the supplement (13 letters) is 3 or 4 letters shorter than would be expected, but there 
may well have been a considerable space before 7 emavpiov, which begins a new section. 

51. Wey: SOND &c. (ecdev) ; ecdov AB &c.; soy some MSS. 

1597. ACTS OF THE APOSTLES xxvi. 

5:7 X 2-8 cm, Late third or fourth century. 
Plate I (verso). 

This scrap from the bottom of a leaf of a papyrus codex is tantalizing, 

for it belongs to an abnormal recension of Acts. The script is a good-sized, 

somewhat irregular uncial, which is certainly not later than the fourth century 

and may belong to the latter part of the third. M has the middle brought 

down below the side strokes; the top stroke of = is curved and the middle 

of W is slurred. eds is contracted, as usual. Whether stops were employed 

is uncertain. All that survives is 7-10 letters from the beginnings or ends of 

10 fairly long lines which covered xxvi. 7-8 and 20, and the reconstructions 

of the lacunae are in several places doubtful; but enough remains to show 

that the text presented many novelties. In ch. xxvi D (Codex Bezae), the 

principal rival of the current text, is defective ; but in ll. 3 and 8 there are strong 

indications of agreements between 1597 and some of the variants preserved in 

Old Latin MSS., so that the fragment seems to represent a very ancient Greek 

text akin to the ‘Western’, apparently avoiding some of the difficulties of 

construction and sense presented by the current text in this chapter. That 

a piece of the ‘Western’ text of Acts should make its appearance in Egypt 

is an interesting circumstance, but perhaps not very surprising. The reading 

of D in Matt. iii. 16-17 occurred in the Oxyrhynchus Irenaeus fragment (405 ; 
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Part iv, pp. 264-5), and in other papyrus or vellum fragments of Acts from 

Egypt occasional agreements with D are found (in P. Amh. 8 at ii. 13, and in 

von Soden’s a® at iv. 32). 

Verso. Plate i. 

To dwdexjapudoy nuwy ev EKTE 7 

via vuK7[a Kal nuepav NaTpever ev ? 

emit kKlaTavTnoat Tept ns vuy ? 

evkadov[at vo Tovdaiwy et? 8 

5 0 Os vekplous eyeiper...... 

Recto. 

aTeiOns Ty ovpavim omtacia alAda Tos év 20 [ 
[Mapackm mpwrov re Kat TepolooAopors Kale 

[7m Iovdaca kat tors eOveowv] exnpvéa | 

[ peTavoely Kat emotpepety €|me Tov Oy { 

10 [agia Tns peTavoitas epya mpl|accorTas |{ 

1-3. The ordinary Greek text is ev éxrev(e)ia vixra kal tpepay atpevoy eArifer Kkatavtiaat 

(-joew B): rept fs eAridSos eyxadodpar, but Cod. Gigas (13th cent.) which has zvs/anfer nocte ac 
die deserutunt in spe peruenire, de qua spe nunc accusor in place of the usual nocle ac die 
deseruientes sperant deuentre, de qua spe accusor, seems to be based on a Greek text closely 
allied to 1597. Amd in ]. 3 makes a verb, not a participle, necessary in ]. 2; but whether 
ev should be inserted at the end of |. 2 is doubtful, for it produces 20 letters in the lacuna, 
whereas in ]. 1 there are only 16 in the corresponding space. Line 1 is, however, very short 
compared with the lines on the recto, and possibly a dittography or unknown variant 
occurred in the lost part of it. If so, there was no appreciable difference in the length of 
the lines on the two sides of the leaf, and not only is there plenty of room for Aarpeve: ev in 
]. 2, but eAmsdos, for the omission of which there is no parallel, can be restored instead of voy 
in ]. 3, and Baceev inserted in]. 4 (cf. n.). But on the whole we prefer on account of 
]. 1 to suppose that the lines on the verso are somewhat shorter than those on the recto. 

4. After IovSatv, before which many cursives insert rév, most Greek MSS. except A 
insert BactAed ; but Cod. Gigas omits 7¢x, and there may well have been a blank space before 
y. 8. There is no room for Bacuev here without creating a great difficulty in the restora- 
tion of |. 1; cf. the preceding n. How 1597’s recension of v. 8 was arranged is not clear. 
The Greek MSS. all have ri dimicrov xpiverar rap’ ipiv, et 6 Beds vexpovs éyeiper, which is repro- 

duced in the Latin, and the omission of a line containing 7... usw is an easy hypothesis. But 
in view of the other new readings in 1597 the passage may represent a genuinely different 
recension of a verse which comes into the context somewhat abruptly, and which Nestle 
wished to place after v. 23. 

6. Verses 9-19, which are missing at the top of the recto, would occupy 33 or 
34 lines corresponding to ll. 6-10, if the text was approximately as long as the ordinary 
one; but 1597 seems to be somewhat shorter than usual. 

7. The restorations of ll. g-10, which are practically certain, favour the insertion here 
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of either re before cae with NAB (but not traceable in the Old Latin) or ev before Iepo|rodo- 
pos with A, but not of both. 

kale | ty Iovdaca: this restoration, though implying a new variant, suits the presumable 
length of the lacuna in 1. 8 (if xav row «Aveow is retained) much better than kale | rows Iovdators, 
which would have the support of 2” omnem regionem itudeis, the reading of the Cod. 
Colbertinus (13th cent.) and a corrector of the Cod. Perpinianus (13th cent.). SBA have 
Tacay Te THY ywpav tys Tovdaas, which is retained by Tischendorf in spite of the difficulty 

caused by the unexplained accusative, in later MSS. governed by an inserted es (so von 
Soden). That 1597, which was shorter here than the current text, had xajc | es macav tyv 
Xepav rns Iovdaas] and omitted ka rors edveow is possible, but less likely. 

8. exnpvéa: amnyyeAdov (NBA) is the best attested reading, and the numerous variants 
are all compounds of dyyéAAew in some form. The Old Latin MSS. have adnuntiare 
in some form, except the Floriacensis (6th-7th cent.) which has praedicaur, apparently 
representing éeknpuéa. 

g. tov O(co)v: tov Cavta 6. some cursives, &c. (including von Soden’s chief ‘ Pamphilus’ 
group); cf. xiv. 15. 

1598. I THESSALONIANS iv—II THESSALONIANS i. 

Fr. 4 8-8x6-2 cm. Late third or fourth century. 

Parts of two consecutive leaves and an unidentified scrap of a papyrus 
codex, containing I Thess. iv. 12-II Thess. i. 2 with considerable lacunae. The 

script is a large heavy round uncial of the early biblical type, not so formal and 

calligraphic as e.g. 1166 (Part ix, Plate i), but, like 406, probably of the late 

third rather than the fourth century. The usual contractions of deds, "Incods, 

KUptos, TaTHp, and Xpuordés occur. No stops are actually found, but a >-shaped sign 

is used for filling up short lines.) The numbers of the pages, which are twice 

preserved (pp. 207-8), suggest that the book was a collection of St. Paul’s 

Epistles, and it is noteworthy that the usual order of these from Romans to 

I Thess. would exactly account for the preceding 206 pages. 

The text is interesting, being, as often, eclectic in character. It agrees with B 

four times against $A, once with BA against &, twice with NA against B, once with 

& against BA. In ll.60, 77, and 109 the papyrus clearly presented a longer text 

than any of the MSS., but in no case is the addition preserved, though fairly 

probable conjectures can be made. In |. 70 the papyrus is shorter than the MSS. 

The unidentified fragment does not agree with the ordinary text of any passage 

in either of these two Epistles. A seventh-century vellum fragment of I Thess. iii. 

6-9, iv. 2-5 has been published by Wessely (Stud. zur Palaeogr. xii. 192). 

Frs. 1 +2 recto. Frs. 1 +2 verso. 
a¢ on 

vos [xpetav exnre ov Gedo I. iv. 13 [ovr@s epxeTat oTav Aeylwow vy. 3 

pev (de vas ayvoew aded 35 [elpnvn Kat aodadera Tolr at 



1598. 

3 [pole 

20 

to OL 

7O 

~ 

ew 

OL 

[7Epl T@OY KoOlu@pevov 

15 lines lost 

vou Kat ot vexpor ev Xw a iv. 16 

VAOTHOOVTAL MpwToV € 17 

TelT|a NMELS OL CwvTES 

ol Trepit\Alecmopevor apa 

guy autos alpraynoopeba 

ev vepedalts eis amavTy 
giv Tov KU es [aepa Kal oUT@ 

mavtote avy [k@ ecoueba wo 18 

7 lines lost 

Frs. 3 +4 verso. 

[08 ] 
UELLY K&L Tpo.aT \av|o |ueE Vv. 

vous Up@v Ev K@® Ka\t vou 

Oerovvtas vpas| Kat nyet 

ev ayann dia To| eplyov av 

Tov] 
Ta 

[ 
[ 
[ 
[cOat avrous elk mEpiocou 

[ 
[ e(tonveveT|e ev avTols 

[ p\ax[adoupey de viuas a i4 

[OeAgor vovbererTe| Tous 

[alrajk|r[ovs ma\pa\uvdera Oe 

Tous o|Altyoyruxlous av7exe 

abe tov aloble[vav ev vay ? 

pakpoOvjeitie mpos may 

TAS OpaTe py TLS KaKoY ay 

Tt Kakov Tit amjodw adda 

mavrote To alyabov Siwke 

Te Kat ets [adAnXAovs KaL ELS 

Tav|Tas TAaVTOTE xaLpeETE 16 

adtalAcimT@s mpocevyerbe 17 

ev m[avTe evxapioreite TOU 18 

18 lines lost 

I THESSALONIANS IV—II THESSALONIANS I 

55 

60 

105 

IIo 

115 

_ [Inu tov amobavor|ros trep 4 

st) 

17 lines lost 

[Svoapevot Owpax|a more 

[ws kat ayamns kat| mepikepal 

[Aatav eAmOa olwtnpias ott [ 9 

[ovk «Bero o Os| nuas eLs op| 

lynv addAq@ els mlepitrotn|o |v 

[cwrypias Ova Tlov kv nywy 

10 

[H@v mavtoy? wia ete yp\n 

6 lines lost 

Frs. 3+4 recto. 

[ at] 
Kat Teplt n\pwov aomacacbe vy, 26 

Tous adjeAhous mavtas ev 

pirnpat|t ayiw evopKiga v 27 

pas Tov Kv javayvecOnvat 

THY ETmLOT\OAnY Tacly ToS 

adeArgios Tos wyios? » xa 28 

pis Tov [ku nuov Inv Xv pe 

6 upl@v 

[mpos Ocooa)roveixles a a 

[7pos Ococadolveixelis B 

[ITavdos kau SiAjovavols| kat II, i, 1 

|Tipodeos tn €kk\Anoa 

[Ocooadoverkewy €\v Ow 

[7pl nov Kal K® Inv Xo 

[xapls viv Kal elpnyn| amo 2 

18 lines lost 



14 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Fr. 5 (middle of a column). 

Verso. Recto. 

137 Jao[ }rof 144. .| Inf 
Jal \eeal 
vol Joev[ 

140 |xa[ 

1-2. Oedo|uev: so SAB and most MSS.; @é\ some cursives, versions, and citations. 
22. ob Trep|e Al eemopevor : so most MSS.; om. FG &c. 

25. Tov x(vpio)v: sO AB and most MSS.; some others have rw Xpioro. 
26. ovv: SONA &c.; ev B. 
35. Tol|r: the ¢ is not usually elided here. 
56. 0 O(co)s| nuas: so B with some cursives; nas o A(eo)s SA &c. 

59. [Ijv: so B and the Aethiopic version; for Ijv Xv, the ordinary reading, there 
is not room. 

umep : SO SCAD and most others; reps N*B. 
59-60. 7|pov ravray? wia: om. ravrav MSS. No variant except ypyyopouper for ypyyopa- 

nev is known at this point, but the traces of letters in 1, 60 are irreconcilable with the ordinary 
readings, ae being nearly certain, though the other vestiges are inconclusive. 

67. mpowor|arjolue|vous: so SA, this being a common Egyptian form of the usual 
mpoicrapevovs. The reading is not quite certain, but suits the vestiges better than zp]odora}- 
pe[vovs, which seems to be the only alternative. 

69. kav: SO SAB and most MSS. ; wore FG. 

7°. elk TEPLOGOV = VTEPEKTEPLTTOV SA and most MSS. ; UMEPEKTEPLTT WS BD*FG. In iii. 

ro and Eph. iii. 20 there is no variant for umepexmepeooov, but in Mark xiv. 31 SBCD &c, 
read exmepioaas in place of ex mepiocou. 

71. The supposed traces of ¢[p|yov are very doubtful, but no variant is known. 
72. avros: SO NO* &c.; eavrois ABDe &c. 

77. ac6|evov ev vuv?: so Bartlet; the MSS. have nothing between acdevov and 
paxpoOupecre, 

82. kav: SO NCB &c.; om. N*AD &c. 
104. ka: so BD* &c.; om. RAD¢ and most other MSS. 
106. evopxeta (ABD* &c.) suits the space better than opxe¢e (SD? and most others). 
10g. adeAd|ous rors ayrors: adeApos N*BD &c.; ayois adeAgors WEA Kc. 

trr. After vpj@y the papyrus may have had azny with RA &c. 
112. The title agrees with NB*; other MSS. add edypoOy or ereheobn or eypadn aro 

’AOnvav, 

113. The title agrees with SAB; other MSS. prefix dpyera. 
114. SAJovavols|: so NAB &c. ; some MSS. have 2afavds. 
117. In(co) |v X(praor)wo : so NAB &c. ; X(pior)@ I(nov)v D and some others. 

144. This line corresponds in position to 1. 143, the upper part of the recto being lost. 
The first contraction was presumably some case of kvpios or Xptords, but 1]. 144 cannot be 

combined with ], 117. 
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1599. HERMAS, Pastor, Sim. viii. 

24:5 X 19-8 cm. Fourth century. 

A complete leaf of a papyrus codex containing Szm. viii. 6. 4-8. 3 of the 

Shepherd of Hermas, this being the eighth Greek fragment of that popular 
work which has been obtained from Egypt, besides a few Coptic fragments ; 
cf. 1172. int. and berl. Klasstkertexte, vi, p. 16. The two pages are numbered 

72 and 73, the columns being slightly longer than those in 1172, where S77. ii 

occupies pp. 70-1. The script of the major portion is a medium-sized upright 

semiuncial with a tendency to exaggerate the last stroke of a, x, andA. Some- 

thing seems to have gone wrong with the verso, where the original writing has 

been obliterated in ll. 5-6 and from 7 onwards, and a larger and less practised 

hand, which imitates the style of the first, takes its place up to the end of the page. 
The leaf was found with dated third-century documents, but the writing hardly 

suggests so early a date, and it more probably belongs to the fourth century, like 

1172, than to the last quarter of the third. eds and kvpuos are contracted, as 

usual. Pauses are indicated by high stops and blank spaces. An apostrophe is 

sometimes used to mark elision or divide double consonants. 

The text is not very good, being prone to omissions, especially owing to 

homoioteleuton, as in ll. 19-20, 25, 27, 40-1; cf. ll. 3, 9, 18, 22, 24, 32, 33, 

41, 45, where 1599 is in nearly all cases clearly wrong. Other slips occur, 

e.g. inl. 29. But naturally the difference of nine centuries between the dates 

of 1599 and the Codex Athous, which for this part of the Shepherd is the 

sole Greek authority, expresses itself by a number of improvements in the 

older text. In five places (ll. 9 eAadnoas, 20, 31, 37, 54) it supports one or 

both of the Latin versions against the Athous, which in 1. 54 had corrupted 

avtov to Aornov, as discerned by Hilgenfeld. Of the other variants the most 

noteworthy occur in ll. 3-4, 5, 11, 25, 38, 42, 46, 48, 50, 56. Most of these 

are probably right; that in ll. 3-4 is apparently supported by the Aethiopic 

version. There are, as usual in Hermas papyri, several changes in the order 

of words (Il. 6, 30, 44, 47, 49, 52), where the evidence of the older witness is 

generally the more credible; cf. 1172. int. 

The collation with the text of the Codex Athous (ca) is based on Lake’s 

transcript in Facsimile of the Athos fragments of the Shepherd of Hermas, which 

supersedes Simonides’s transcript used by Gebhardt-Harnack and the imperfect 

collation of Georgandas. The information as to the Latin Vulgate and Palatine 
versions (L! and L?) and Aethiopic version (A) is obtained from Gebhardt- 
Harnack’s and Hilgenfeld’s editions. A new edition of the Shepherd is much to 

be desired. 
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THE OXYRHYNCAUS PAPYRI 

Verso. 

oB 

amo TwY TOLOUTMY [|revovrwr |] n (on atreloTn| 

ot de tas Enpas Kat aonmrovs emdedwxojtes| Kat 

ouToLY eyyUS avT@y noav Umokpita Kat [Cdlayas 

eLopepovTes ETEPaS’ Kal EkoTpEepovTe|s| Tovs 

dovrovs Tov Ov: (and hand) ypa{[A]iora be madkw rovs npap 

tykores (2nd h.) pn agevtes a(ist h.)vtovs (2nd h.) peravoew- 

ada Tats didaxats Tats pwpats meBovTes avTous 

ouTol ovv e€xovoly eAmida Tov peTavonoa BdAeEmis 

de €€ avTwy petavevonkoTes ad ote eXadnoas 

auTols Tas evTOAas jrov Kalt| ETL peTavonawou: 

ogo. O€ ov peTevonoay amwdecav Thy Wuxny 

avT@v: ogo de petevonoav «€ avtwy ayablo\ 

eylelvovTo’ Kat eyevEeTO 0 KaTOLKLa avT@y Els 

Ta TIXN Ta TpwTa: TWes Je Kat Ets Tov mupyloly 

aveBnoav: Bemis ovy Pnow o7t n peTavola 

Tov apapTodrwy (any eyey To O€ pn peTa 

vonaat Oavatov ooo de nurEnpovs ere 

dwKav Kal Ev aUvTals oXIopas ELxov’ akove TéE|pL 

av7ov: ocav noav at paBdalt| nurEnpovs | 

Sipvyor evoty Kat KaTadador pndemoTE eipyr{ev 

ovTes ev eavtos’ adda OtxooTatourTes Tlav 

TOTE KaL TOUTS Pov EMLKELTAL peETar|oLa 

Brereis pynow twas dn €€ avtwy petar|evo 

nKOTaS* Kal ETL EATS EDTLY EV aUTOLS pETalvoLas 

ogo ovy dyno €€ avT@y peTavevonkalct 

Bpadutepoy eis Ta TLXNn KaTOLKNTwWOL” 

ot O€ ov peTavonowolv Tas mpageoliy avrwv 

Oavatw amobavovrTat: 

Recto. 

oy 

o[aot dle xAwpas emidedwxores tas paBdovs avTwy 

Kal [ox |\opas €xovaoas OUTOL TTAVTOTE TWLOTOL KAL 

Vill. 6, 4 

Or 

Ww 



1599. HERMAS, PASTOR, SIM. VIII ii7/ 

aya\Oo.] eyevovto exovres de (nov Twa ev 

aN|AnlAots mept mpwrioy Kar rept Sofas: adda 

TAVTES OVTOL Mwpol Elotv Ev aX’ANAOLS' ara Kat ov oO 

TOL akovoavTes Tov eVTOAwY pou ayaboL 

35 ovTes €kaOapicay eavTovs Kal peTEvonoay 

TaXU €YEVETO OUY 1 KaTOLKNOLS avT@Y ELS TOY 

mupyov' eav de Tis avrTwy Tadw emorpapy 

es THY dtxoa|Talovay ex’koN ANOnoeTar Tov mupyou 

Kat amoXeot THY C@nY avTov" n (on TavT@Y 6 

40 €oTly Twv THpovYT@Y Tas EvTOAAaS TOU KU 

kat Tas evToAas de mept mpwTiav n mept Soéns 

ovK €o7TLY adda TeEpl pakpoOvpias Kat TrEpL TaTL 

voppiolauyns avdpos ev Tos de ToiovTors 4 wy Tov KU 

ev be Tos O.xocraTos Kat Tapavopois Oavatos: 

45 Tov de emdedaxotoy ras paBdouvs nuicv ywpas nuwov 8.1 

Enpas ovTol Elow ol Tals TMpaypaTials avT@y 

EvTEPUPMEVOL KAL TOLS ayLOLS fn KON A@pEVOL 

Ota TovTo To nluilov avTwy (yn Kat TO nutov amebaver 

ToANOL OVvY akoVvTaYTES THY EVTOAWY jLOU [LETE bo 

50 vonoav ogol ovv pMEeTEVONTAaY 1 KATOLKLA avT@Y 

els| Tov mupyov Twes O€ avTwy els TEAOS aTETTHTAY 

ouTo|t ovy peTavolay ovk exovol Sia Tas mpaypa 

[ 
[ 
[tas ylap avrev «Bracdyunyoav Tov KY Kal amnpynocarT 

[jalurov am@Xeoav ovy THy (anv avtT@y dia THY To 

[ oO U1 vy|piav nv expagay moda de e€ avtay cdipvynoay 
Ww 

OUTOL OUVY €E7TL €XOUVGLY PeTavolav €av TAaXU METAVONTWOLY 

I. towovrey: so ca and L?; L! adds ergo, A zgi/ur. The termination of the word 
following rowovrwy is very uncertain; but, though the obliteration might be accidental 
instead of intentional, rowuy does not seem long enough. 

3. ovtot’ eyyus avtway noav: otro eyyis avT@v" joav yap Ca, Supported by L'L* and A. 

3-4. [S:B]ayus evoepovtes erepas: 610. Sévas cio. ca. pravas in L'L? perhaps implies 
a different adjective, but A’s duplicem (doctrinam) seems to support erepas, for which 
cf. Gal. i 6 érepoy evayyeduov. The Gnostics are supposed to be meant. 

5. palAJAcora: or possibly pa ora. 

mad: om. ca, LL? 

nuaptynkores : npaptnkdtas ca; Cf. 1. 9, where the accusative in -es recurs, and Jannaris, 
Hist. Gr. Gram. p. 120. 

(cc 
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6. apevtes: aguevres ca in accordance with the other participles. 
avuTous METQVOELY 5 HMETAVOELY aut. ca. 

7. meovres: so ca and L} (detinentes) ; detinebant L?; seducunt A. 
g. «& avtay: modXovs €& adr. ca with L1L?. 

peravevonkotes: kal peravevonkdras Ca; cf, ]. 5, n. 

ad ore: ad’ ijs ca. 
eadnoas : SO L'L? (fertulistt); ehadyoa ca; nuntiatum est A. Editors prefer éddAncas. 

Cf. the passage immediately preceding }. 1, where ca has ¢AdAyoa, but L* implies eAdAnoas. 
10, peTavono7@aw: peTavonoovot Ca 5 cf. Il. 26-7 and Jannaris, Op. cu. P- 555- 

II. perevonoar: peravornsovcw Ca 3 egerint (v.1. egerunt) eM: peravonaovot is probably 

due to a reminiscence of ]. 10. 
Wuxnv: Conv ca; vitam LL?. 
123s aya) o\e ey \vovro" kav: om, L}. 

16. etxev: exer ca; znesse (vitam) L*L?, 
18. me[pe: Kai wepi ca; de (his) vero LAL2. 
19-20, at paBdale| nucEnpous dupuyor ecow Kar KaTadrador: ai paBdor Kaba (I. kara) 7d aitd 

npiénpor Siuuyol cio ore yap Caow ov're teOvyjKaoww. ot dé nurEnpous Exovres Kai ev adtais TxLTpAs, 

obrot kat Suypuxol Kai Kara\adoi eiow Ca, the omissions in 1599 being mostly due to homoiote- 
leuton; cf. int. The archetype of 1599 may well have already lost xara 76 a’ré, which is 
omitted by L? and A (¢antummodo L’). 

20. pnderote: ef nunguam L'L72A ; kai pnde Ca. xai pndémote Gebh.-Harn.; but kai 
is superfluous. 

22. kat: adda kai ca; ef (his) guidem L'; nam et L?. 
22 enon Oma cawlealec. 
24. ert eAmts EoTW EV avToLS feral votas : ert, pynoiv, eativ ev abrois édmis petay. Ca. 

25. ogo ovy: kai dao ca; guicungue vero L’; guicungue enim L?. 
peravevonkal oc| Bpaburepoy : petav. THv KaToLkiay eis Tov mUpyov e~ovow. doa de e& avtrav 

Bpadirepov peravevonkacr ca. Cf. ll. 19-20, n. 
26. Karounowow: -covow ca. Cf. 1. 10, n. The supposed stop may be part of the « of 

calov in J. 25. 
27. ot de ov petavonowow: so L', gui vero non egerint; dco. S€ od peravoovow aN 

eupevovor ca. Cf, Il. 10, 19-20, and 29, nn. 
29. ofa: of ca. Cf. |. 27 where the papyrus has oc for ogot. 
30. OUTOL TQVTOTE { TAYTOTE OUTOL Ca. 

31. de: om. ca; but sed L'L’. 
32. Sofas: 1. dogys. ddéns twos ca with L? (dignztale gquadam); L* omits guadam. Cf. 

I; viii Ty 
33- & adAndors : add Eyovres wepi mpwretwy ca, which edd. emend by inserting ¢jAov after 

éxovres from L’ haben! inter se aemulationem de principatu and L? de princrpatu certantur. 
35. exabaptoay : exaOapnoay Ca. 
37. avrev: so L'L? (eorum) ; om ca. 
ematpapn : emartpe wy ca; redierit LL°. In classical authors the passive was used in this 

sense; but cf. Matt. xii. 44 émorpéyw cis Tov otkdv pov, 

38. exkodAnOnoerar: exBnOjoera amd ca; earpelletur LYL®. — éxxodday is not attested, but 
seems not unlikely here; cf. 1. 47 rows aywos py xo\Nopevor, 8 and «x are often very similar 
in cursive hands from the second century onwards, 

40-1. T@v Tnpovvrwy tas evrodas Tov K(upto)v Kat Tas evtodas Se: Tov Tas evT, TOD K(up). 

uducodvrav’ ev tais evrodais 6€ ca with L?; (vila enim) eorum qui custodiunt mandata domint 
in mandatis consistit LL‘. xa may be a mistake for xara, but ev rots de rovovrow occurs 
in |. 43. 
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41. So€ys: Sdéns twos ca with L'L?. 
42. tamwopplo|avvns: tarevoppovnrews ca; humilitatem animae L'; animé humil. L?. 

tamewoppocviyn occurs several times in the N. T. and 1 Clem. and in the Shepherd twice, 
Vis. iii. 10. 6, Sem. v. 3. 7; but for ramewodpornots Stephanus only quotes Tertullian. 1599 
is likely to be right. 

43. «v tots 8 Towurots : ev Tois ToovTas ody ca. LL" has for Il. 42-3 per patientiam .. . 
uitam homines consequentur. 

44. €v de rors Styooraros : ev Tots Siyoorarors Se Ca. ev Se has been corrected. dtyoordracs edd. 
45. tov de emdedwxotav: ot dé emedwdoxdres ca, rightly. 

nutov XA@pas nutov Enpas: Fe. pev xr. qe. Se Enp. ca; LYL? invert wéride and arzdum. 

46. rais mpayparias avtwy: ev Tais mpaypateias ca; negotiationibus (énvoluti) LL’. 
47- ToLs ayLow jn KOAA@pEVOL: put) KOAN, TOIS dy. Ca. 
48. Kat To nuicv avreBavev: TO dé Hutov vexpov eate ca; a’midtum mortuum est L‘; dimediae 

mortuae sunt L?. 
49. Twv evro\wy pov: pov Tov evr, Ca. 
50. ovv: your ca; L'L? om, ogor your perevoncay. 
52. dia ras mpaypalrias ylap : bia yap 7. mpayp. Ca. 
54. [alurov: Hilgenfeld’s conjecture for the meaningless Nouv of ca is confirmed ; cf. 

ef eum abnegaverunt L*, eumque abneg. L’. 
56. ow: om. ca; adhuc et his est regressus qui st cito... L'; quibus adhuc per celerem 

pocnitentiam regressio est L?. 

1600. TREATISE ON THE PASSION. 

22-5 X 7-5 cm. Fifth century. 

This and the next three fragments (1601-8) all come from works which 

do not seem to be extant, though in the absence of an adequate patristic lexicon, 

except for the Apostolic Fathers and Apologists, this is not quite certain. 
None of them is likely to have been composed before the third or fourth 

century. 1600, which is most of a leaf from a papyrus codex, contains part 

of a treatise on the Passion as foreshadowed in the Old Testament by 
various types such as Abel, Joseph, and Moses, and being therefore at once 

both old and new; illustrations from Deuteronomy and the Psalms are 

quoted. The verso clearly follows the recto, with an interval of perhaps not 

more than a single line at the top. The script is a good-sized round uncial 

of a formal type. The mound in which 1600 was found produced mainly 
fifth-century documents, and that century rather than the sixth is likely to 

be the date of the papyrus. The customary contractions for deds, xipios, and 

Xpiords occur. Pauses are indicated sometimes by high stops or blank spaces, 

but the employment of them is irregular. There are a few marginal corrections 
in a similar but not identical hand. On both sides of the papyrus the surface is 

much damaged in places. The restorations are largely due to Dr. Bartlet, who 

suggests that 1600 may come from Hippolytus, Hpos “Iovdatovs. 

C2 
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Recto. Verso. 

boc on os TO: OnE ¢ 30 Tlolv opoilws.... pe 

bo cies o allo |b] aterecs vov els Tovs adAous 

|.... €|kK pakpou mpoo TOUS omolws |KaKwS Ta 

[evel e ss) el OUT@NOn KaLNa;0 cxovrTes amoB\Ae Wor de 

5 [tov ku mlabos ex pakpov kat ets Tov ev |Hoaa as 

eee lode Sia de tv 35 mpoBarov of aybevTa 

jou Ondw ?\Oev onpepor Tov maTagaviTa..... 

[ev np 2] Tvyxaver TETE Kal cwoavTa |ToAXovs ? 

‘Aet@pe|viov .|a wept Tov aliujaTos [........ 

10 [....+.las Kawvoly ro] ma dia mlpolpntixns [ypapns ? 

|Aaov| vopicol nevolv 40 7|0 Tov| KU pvaTn| ploy 

\€oTt ylap Kalvoly kar T\a +20... pevoy o |pev yap 

Aatoy 70| Tov KU puoTn) Mavons mpoejpntevce 

(plov m\aXatoy pev Kaj kat oeobe tHv |C@ny v 

15 |7a@ 7oly vosxoy Katyoy | pov Kpefaper|\ny €umpo 

[Oe KaTla THY yap arn’ eal 45 Oey tov of Oar\pov v 

[amoBlAewns es Tov TUTO™ f@v VUKTOS Kal \npmEpas 

[kawvlov on dla THs bv Kal OV TLoTEVoONTIE ELS THY 

[doce ?\ws Towvy ex Pov «al (env vpev o [de Aaved 

20 {Aer To] Tov KU puoTnpio [ ejtlrev wa te eppvagev €Ovn Kau 

iyve|var atroBXe yor d[m? 50 Aaoe cueheTnoa\y Keva 

jets Tolv ABed- Tov dt ader TapecTycav ot Ba ores 

[gov lovevopevor exs TNS YNS Kal ol alpxovTes 

[Tov ..|... Tov opoltws ourvnxOnoav €\7i To av 

25 ..-| +» o¢opevoy TO KATH TOU KU Ka\t KaTa Tov 

jets Toly Iwangp: tov o 55 Xv avrov OP 5Gloa3 04 6 6% 

|Hot|os mimpackope €.S ws apvioy [es opayny 

[voy] es tov Mavoea ayomevov Tov |.......- 

‘ror| opfowws ex7LOe| pevov ENOYLTAVTO «= = [ee = = 

Fr. 2 recto. 
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‘Thus the Passion of the Lord which was (foreknown) for a long time and revealed by 
a pattern, to-day finds itself fulfilled in us . . . new which was thought old. For the mystery of 
the Lord is new and old, old in respect of the law, but new in respect of grace. But if thou 
wilt consider the pattern, thou wilt see that it is new by the giving (?) of God. If then thou 
wishest to know the mystery of the Lord, consider Abel who was killed through his brother ; 

. . . Who was likewise . ..; Joseph who was likewise sold; Moses who was likewise exposed ; 

... who was likewise . . .; the others who likewise suffered evil things. | And consider also 
him who in Isaiah was slain as a sheep, who (was ?) struck . . . and saved (many). Concern- 
ing the blood . . . the mystery of the Lord is (revealed) through prophetic writing. For Moses 
prophesied “And ye shall see your life hanging before your eyes night and day, and ye 
shall have no assurance of your life”. And David said “ Why did the nations rage and 
the’peoples imagine vain things? The kings of the earth set themselves and the rulers 
took counsel together against the Lord and against his anointed”. Whom ... they 
considered as a lamb led to the slaughter . . 

S-g. rerehetmpevoy OY reTeAeopevov WOuld be expected, but hardly fills up 1. 9, which 
is shorter than the rest and perhaps ends a sentence. 

17. tov tuxov: the reading is very doubtful ; but neither wadatoy nor ro wadaov is Satis- 
factory, and cf. 1. 6, It is not quite certain that a fragment containing the supposed 
@ of rumor, v in |. 18, and the top of the v of Bou and eqj in |. 19 is rightly placed here. 

19. The marginal note apparently corrects ec BovAer to eav Bovdn. Ay may have been 
written in the margin below eav or at the beginning of |. 20, or possibly eav | [Bou]|A[q 
should be restored at the ends of Il. 19-21. 8[, is, however, preferable in |. 21; cf. n. 

21. There is a space between amoSdewor and 8[, which perhaps belongs to a marginal 
addition beginning in ], 19; cf. n. 8{e is not wanted, avoBdeWov being the apodosis of « 
Bou{ee (but cf. 1. 33, where there is room for 6c) ; and 8[y is more likely. 

22. The readings after ASeA are very uncertain, but roy vo rou | [Kaw ¢ lovevouevoy does 
not suit the vestiges. Sfx 

24-5. ets [Tov [rlaak Tov oporos [uo mp|s ohaopevoy is unsuitable, though ogouevor does 
not suggest an appropriate word. 

32-3. maloxovres: cf. 1599. 5, n. 
34-5- Cf. Isa. lili. 7 ds mpdB8arov emi cpayiy 7jx6n and Il. 56-7. 

36. maragavira: mataybevta would be expected. 

43-8. A loose quotation of Deut. xxvili. 66 Kai éora 9 (on cov Kpeyanern arévavte 
tay opbarpav cov, Kat ho8nOjon hpépas Kai vuxrds, Kai ov mioTEvVoEs TH Con Cov. 

49-55 = Psalm ii. 1. 
56-8. Cf. Psalm xliii. 22 eNoyiaOnuev ws mpd8ata odayys and Il. 34-5, n. 
59-60. This unplaced fragment, being blank on the verso, presumably came near the 

ends of lines ; but at the ends of I]. 13-15 there is apparently nothing lost. It is not clear 
which way up it is to be read. 

1601. HOMILY ON SPIRITUAL WARFARE. 

12-7 X 10-2 cm. Late fourth or fifth century. 

The lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex containing a homily of some 
kind on the warfare of the soul, largely concerned with Joel i. 6 (Il. 2 sqq.) and 8 

(11. 23-8), but also referring to Hosea iii. 3 (ll. 29-30) and perhaps the Pentateuch 
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(1. 32). For much of the reconstruction we are indebted to Dr. Bartlet. The 
script is a medium-sized semiuncial of the late fourth or fifth century, with 
occasional high stops and the usual contractions of eds and probably kvpuos, but 

not of vids. Abbreviations are found on the recto, which probably followed 
the verso, and these perhaps occurred at the ends of lines of the verso also. 

Brown ink was employed. 

[.]@mer tov vou [ote €Ovos aveBn 

eml THY ynv Tov |KU LoXUpoY yn 

yap dyow at Wry\at Tov ayo 

Kal 1 Wuxn Tov Viov THs am@)ei(as) ? Ou 

eOvos e€ovctmy tov Koopov Tou 

TOU KGL TVEVLATLK|N EoTLY HELLY 

7 Tarn Kat avaBawet avto? iwyxu 

pov Tvyxavov Kale avev apt 

10 Ouov wy n TeTapl7n....... 

KaTa TovTo yap NEA EKTAaL ava 

plOunrov rouvrov [de zou eOvous 

[or] odovres AEovtios oTL O avTi 

[du]kos vpwr SiaBodrlos mepuTarer 

15 [(lnyt@v xaramey |[.......... 

Recto. 

seri a [omonatonk trate 

|mupov a... .| 

Kepauynon pimre 

v avT@v atro\\vot 

iS] oO 

| « 
] 
|pov mepitiOnoww de 

] omep OnXovrar ev 

I; Tys petal[v]] rav7a 

Opn\vncov mpos pe 
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gak|kov emt Tov avdpa av(7ns) 

25 Aleyer nv Opnver em 

Tolus diKatovs tous ev TH 

] ta Om Opnvew de 

olre evnareva(av) Kal eOpnvevaa 

lv eAey(ev) Done yuvack(c) mop(vevoven) 

30 oTt Kabnon| er Emor KaL ov fn mropy(evons) 

]- tof. ..|- pak( ) ott mpez(ov) perv 

|]. eypawev Mations o7t ear 

elriOup( ) tyv €€ €Ov(ous) exKAnore 

Tlov7( ) av7e Tov pn ws Brix ) 

2-15. ‘... because “a nation is come up on the land of the Lord in strength”. By 
“land” he means the souls of the holy, and the soul of the son of destruction by the ‘‘ nation ” 
of the powers of this world ; and our wrestling is spiritual. And it “is come up being strong 
and without numbers”, of which the fourth .~.; for on this account it has been called 
numberless. Of this nation “the teeth are those of a lion” because your adversary 
the Devil walketh about seeking to devour . . .’ 

1. Jone(v: the first and third letters might be 0, and the same applies to Joper in 1. 2. 
2-3. Cf. Joel i. 6 Ore EOvos aveBn emi Thy yhv pov iaxupov Kat avapiOpnrov, of dddvres 

abrov dddvtes Néovros, Kal ai dae adTOU GKUpVOU. 

6. s of evos has been corrected. 
7-8. Cf. Eph. vi. 12 ére ov« €orw jpiv 7 may pos aipa Kai odpka, GNX ... mpos Ta mVEv- 

HaTLKa THS Tovnpias. 

13-15. Cf. x Peter v. 8 6 dvridixos ina dtaBodos, ws Nov apudpevos, repurarel Cyray iva 
Katarin. 

18. kepavyyon: Kepavyodiy is known, but apparently NOt kepavvetv, 

23-4. Cf. Joel i. 8 @pnynrov mpds pe bxep vipgyy repieCwopevny odKoy emt Tov tivdpa aris Tov 
maplemxdv. ‘There is not room here for zepie¢ooperny, unless it was contracted, and certainly 
not for vmep vuppyy as well, so that the quotation was probably not verbal; cf. ll. 2-3 and 
29-30, nn. 

29-30. Cf. Hos. iii. 3 «at eita mpos adriy, “Hpepas modNds KaOnon ex’ enol, Kat od p27) 
Topvevons . . - 

1602. HOMILY TO MONKs. 

12-5 X Io-8 cm. Late fourth or fifth century. 

A leaf of a vellum codex containing apparently the beginning of a sec- 

tion of a homily to ascetics on the spiritual warfare as illustrated by the 

history of Israel. The vellum is stained and shrivelled in places, rendering 

the decipherment sometimes difficult, especially on the verso (the flesh-side 2), 

where the ink is fainter; and we are indebted to suggestions of Dr. Bartlet 
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for several readings. The script is a good-sized uncial of the early biblical type, 

not quite as old as 406 (Part iii, Plate i) or 849 (Part vi, Plate i), but pro- 

bably of the late fourth century rather than the fifth. O is written small and 

the middle of W is slurred, as in 1597 (Plate i). Stops are freely employed, 

these being generally in the middle position, but double dots and a mark like an 

apostrophe are also used. A breathing is inserted in 1. 4. Oeds, ‘Inaois, *"Iopana, 

ktptos, mveda, and Xpuords are contracted. Some remarkable expressions occur 

in Il. 32-7. 

Recto. Verso. 

otpatio7a: Xv. akovoaTe 70 Xv Iv owes cata tagw 

TAKLS EK XELPOS AVOLOV oO Kat KAnpov (Kal) pEepiojov ha 

OL 

Os eppvcato tov Ind- Kat pe pp 7 K 
xpe ov Ta Mpos Tov KY ETH 

povoay OvK amECTN aT AUT@: 

K 

Bovres mva Xpv kadomabou 

Tes umo Tov Aaov avypebn 

nN Ut 

, = 

cay. avnpebnoav’ amooTa 
ek xelpos yap Papaw cow nNpevn Puy 

Tes Tvos (wVTOS KaTa 
oev QUTOY OYTOS avOpLOU- Ss vos (wv70s kar 

cat Dy Baotreals a\voovore 7708) |avloptas iauney= 60: 
parnicav| 7ns KAnpovope 

as. TNS alwvLoU. Kal vUY a 
pov: Kal Aédap. petia tlov aXXo 

10 dudwy. Kat emer Ta pos Ov 
20 deAdjor| pewaTe viKNTAaL- 

eTnpovoav- eT eO@KEV ss gle! BS 7 
: a pewlalre Ews av vTropewa 

auTols €k Kapmrou 7S loxU ele 
Tes k|Ulpopev THY Tmpooedev 

os emayyelAapevos ynv Sirabic 
= ow Tv TWpos Kv: Kal OV, 

Xavavatowy. Kat UmeTake aaa i 
Tov Kal omAov €vdo 

15 autos Tous addopudous- gues 
oy) ut kias AaBopeyv Xv Iv. avro 

Kal HET QUTA OTA EV 7H E 3 
Ure ov puvTa €avTo 

pnpo Kat Tn avvdpw [[Kac]] Pompey ip 
yne {[kac]] ovrws ws eat 

TApPETXEV ; EML TOVTOLS a 
Kat tapadaBeTe Tov Aoyov 

mpopytas e€emepwev- eee 
oe ae oTt mva Ouvapews ET © 

20 Kypvacely TOY KY no 40 CXAT® ToV KalpOV...- 

© Soldiers of Christ, hear how often God delivered Israel from the hand of the lawless, 

and while they kept the things pertaining to the Lord He did not withdraw from them—for 

He saved Israel from the hand of Pharaoh the lawless, and from Og, a more unholy king, 

and from Arad with the men of other nations, and when they kept the things pertaining 

to God He still gave to them from the fruit of strength, having promised to them the 

land of Canaan. and He subjected to them the men of other nations—and again how 
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He supplied them in the desert and waterless place, and in addition He sent forth prophets 
to herald our Lord Christ Jesus, men who receiving in order and Jot and due portion 
the spirit of Christ and suffering ills from the people were put to death. They were 
destroyed because they departed from the living Spirit after their own lawlessness ; they lost 
the eternal inheritance. And now, brethren, remain conquerors. Remain until having 
endured we attain the approach unto the Lord, and receive as innate and a shield 
of well-pleasing Christ Jesus, Him who planted Himself for our sakes on earth so as He is; 
and accept the word, because a spirit of power in the last time . . .’ 

4. empovoay : this form of the imperfect was introduced in the second century p.c. ; cf. 
Mayser, Grammattk d. griech. Pap. aus d. Ptolemiersett, p. 323. 

g. Adap per[a tlov DOT RE "Addp is a Jewish month, not a proper name, and seems 
to be corrupt, probably for ’Apaé the Canaanite (Numb. xxi. 1— 3). 

2. kaprov ts izxvos: a phrase apparently meaning dani 
7. xa has dots above it; cf. 1. 37. 
3. The correction (if the supposed vestige of « above the line is really ink) may be by 
st hand. 
ra CTS eos the subject reverts to avros in |. 15, i. e. the Jews. 

32-5. We have not been able to find a parallel for the expressions in these lines. 
36. poe is used transitively, as if it were dvoavra. The traces suit @ very well. 

Cf. eu for épuce in two British Museum Greek inscriptions, nos. 1004 and 1074, discussed 
by J. A. R. Munro in Class. Rev. 1917. 142. 

37- yne: the dots above xa indicating deletion are clear, but the scribe does not seem 
to have also placed dots over yn. He “(or the preacher) "apparently meant ev yn. 7a 
cannot be read instead. For yj as equivalent to human nature Bartlet compares Barn. vi. 9 
iwOpwros yap yi eat. macxovca. 

38. Noyov: i.e. the preacher’s discourse probably, rather than the Gospel. 

12 

I 
223 

the firs 

2 

1603. HOMILY CONCERNING WOMEN. 

21-I X 13-3 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 

The upper part of a column of a roll written in a large sloping uncial hand 

of the fifth or sixth century with light brown ink. The subject is a diatribe, 

addressed probably to ascetics, against the female sex, through whom the Evil 

One is wont to exert his wiles. Examples from the Bible are cited in Il. 1-11, 

a passage which seems to be modelled on Hebr. xi; the rest consists of a more 

general condemnation. A contraction ay(ye)Aovs and stops in the high and (more 

commonly) middle position occur. 403 (Apocalypse of Baruch; Part iii, Plate i; 

fifth century) is a somewhat earlier specimen of this type of uncial, of which sixth- 

century specimens in smaller hands occur in P. Cairo Maspero 67097 verso 

(i. Plates xxviii-ix) and 67177 verso (ii. Plates xix—xx). 

. + YUValk ele tov Ovpiov de 

[pe ee eee eles Oa yuvatkos Toy copwrarov 

See pos TmapaBacw |mapnyaye ? 
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dia yuvatkos Tov avdpwr\atov Sappor 

5 €upnoas etuddoce: dia y\vvackos Tous 

vious He tov tepews edadlicas extave ? 

Ova yuvaikos Tov ovpavoy [......... 

ediw€e- Oia yuvaikos Tolv........ 

Iwond ev gudak)n Seopevoals........ 

10 dla yuvatkos Tov mavTot|......... 

Twavvny amerepev. Tt de vp Epo 

dia yuvatkos Tovs aydous [........ Ka 

TeBare: dia yuvaikos mavtals.......- 

mavras povevel- TavTas atiipmager ? 

15 yuvn yap avatdns ovdevos de[iderar ? 

ov Aevitny Tia: ovK lEepea ojv........ 

ov mpopyTny aoerat mlavTay ..... 

KakloTov yuyn tmovnpa |mlav7jov ..... 

eav O€ Kat mAovTov Exn TH TOV NpLa avTns 

20 [ov\epyouvta: Oiocoy TO Kakoly ........ 

[.Jrog@ . [.] . aBepamevroy [.........- 

‘...the wife of Uriah ...; bya woman he turned aside the most wise Solomon (?) to 
transgression ; by a woman he shaved and blinded the most brave Samson; by a woman he 
dashed to the ground and (slew) the sons of Eli the priest ; by a woman he . . . and perse- 
cuted heaven; by a woman he bound the most... Joseph in prison and. ..; by a woman 
he cut off the head of the all... John. What shall I say to you? Byawomanhe... 
cast forth the angels; by a woman he .. . all, he slays all, he dishonours all. For 
a shameless woman spares none . . ., honours not a Levite, reverences not a priest, 
nota..., not a prophet. A wicked woman is the worst of all (ills?), the... of all; and 
if she also have wealth as her ally in wickedness, the evil is double...’ 

7. There is hardly room for more than a participle at the end of the line. Gen. vi. 
1 sqq- seems to be referred to; cf. 1. 12 and II Peter ii. 4. 

10. mavron|: OF mavrToy|. mavron|aby by itself is too short, but another word may have 
fo owed. 

12. Possibly lan ovpavou kalreBane : Cial: 7, n. 

14. ar|ypacer is rather short and ar| yous wove. Can be read ; cf. |. 15. 

15. peederar: or e[wWopern .... 

16. ofv mpeoBurepoy and ol ux aroorodov are rather long, but olv Baoirea 1s possible. 

17. Perhaps zlavrey kaxwy or (wor. 

21. € can be read in place of ¢ to ¢woy aeparevrov is too short, but it is not quite 
certain that a letter is lost before ro. 
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live NEW J/CLASSICAL-RRAGMENTES 

1604. PINDAR, Dithyrambs. 

lie if ith SS G33 (eh eay. Late second century. 
Plate I (Fr. 1). 

To the valuable papyri of Pindar already obtained from Oxyrhynchus 

(cf. 1614. int.) have now to be added two fragments of a roll containing his 

dithyrambs, an important section of the poet’s works hitherto represented only 

by the first 18 lines of an ode for the Athenians about Semele (Fr. 75 Schroeder) 

and a few short quotations. Two of these from the same dithyramb fortunately 

occur in the papyrus, thus establishing its authorship and character, while another 

Pindaric citation from an unspecified ode is also present. The larger fragment 

contains the middle portion of two columns, of which the first comes from a point 

near the conclusion of a dithyramb probably for the Argives, the second from the 

beginning of a dithyramb for the Thebans. The smaller fragment belongs 

to a third ode, possibly for the Corinthians, and may have preceded the other 

two instead of following them. According to the Sios Tvéapou prefixed to the 

Codex Vratislaviensis there were two books of his dithyrambs, and the scholiast 

on O/. xiii. 25 states that in the 1st (book) Pindar attributed the discovery of the 

dithyramb to Thebes (Fr. 71). This claim is likely to have been made in an 

ode for the Thebans, which may well have been the second of the three poems 

in 1604. If so, all three odes probably belong to the 1st book. Little can 

be made of the first and third dithyrambs owing to the loss of the beginnings of 

lines, but the first 30 lines of the second are nearly complete. In the recon- 

struction and interpretation of this difficult papyrus we are indebted for a number 

of valuable suggestions to Professors J. B. Bury and A. E. Housman, Sir John 

E. Sandys, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, and Mr. E. Lobel. 
The dithyramb according to the usual view, which has recently been disputed 

by Professor Ridgeway,’ was originally a song to Dionysus, as the paean was a 

song to Apollo, but enlarged its scope in the time of Pindar’s predecessors, Lasus 

and Simonides. The latter wrote dithyrambs entitled Havopa and ATemmnon, and 

perhaps one on Davai‘, if the well-known fragment about her comes from 

a dithyramb rather than from a Opivos. Pindar and Bacchylides belong to 

the middle dithyrambic period. Later dithyrambic poets exercised greater 

1 Class, Rev. 1912. 134-9, Class. Quart. 1912. 241-2. 
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freedom in their choice of subjects, and in Roman times ‘ dithyramb’ seems 

to have been applied to any lyric poem which contained a narrative concerning 

the heroes ; cf. Plut. De Was. 10 and Jebb, Bacchyl. p. 39. Concerning the form 

and character of the dithyramb hardly anything was known before the discovery 

of the Bacchylides papyrus; but in this the last seven odes (xiv-xx Blass ; 

xix and xx are mere fragments) are generally regarded as dithyrambs, though 

this classification of them is not altogether free from doubt, for, while xvi is 

called a dithyramb by Servius (c. 400 A.D.) and in 1091, it is in fact a paean to 

Apollo, and xix might be a jyuevaios. The titles of these odes are ’Avtnvopidar 7) 

‘Edevns azaityors, | Hpaxdijs|, Heo. 7) Onoeds, Onceds, 1H (A@nvaiors), lbas (Aakedat- 

poviors), and |Kacoadvépa?|. Dionysus is introduced only in xviii, the essential 

feature of these poems being the presentation of a myth. The metre is in 

only one case (xiv) dactylo-epitritic, which is generally employed in the epi- 

nician odes; but the division into strophes, antistrophes, and epodes is found 
in four out of the five well-preserved dithyrambs, the fifth having only strophes. 

The introduction of ‘ free verse’ (dmoAeAvyéva), not in strophes, is ascribed some- 

times to Melanippides, a younger contemporary of Pindar (so Jebb, of. cét. p. 46, 

Weir Smyth, Greek Melic poets, liii), sometimes to Lasus, or to Pindar himself 

(Crusius in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 1214) on the evidence of (1) Horace, 

Odes iv. 2.10 seu per audaces nova dithyrambos verba devoluvit numerisque fertur 

lege solutis, (2) Pseudo-Censorinus, c. 9 Pindart... qui liberos etiam numeris 

modos edidit, (3) Fr. 75 about Semele, which is thought to be in ‘free verse’, 

(4) Pindar’s reference in Fr. 79 to his predecessors’ poetry as cyoworévera, which 

has been supposed to imply division into triads as contrasted with his own verse. 

The new find, so far as it goes, does not contribute much to support Horace’s 

description of Pindar’s dithyrambs. Apart from ocyoworévera (II. 1) there are 

only two new words evdpumv€ (I. 13) and dxvaymreé (III. 12). Dithyramb I 

was certainly arranged in triads, II either in triads or, less probably, in strophes, 

while the remains of III are not long enough to show the arrangement. Hence, 

in the absence of any definite evidence for supposing that Fr. 75 is in ‘ free verse ’, 

that fragment can quite well be regarded as parallel to the first strophe of II, 

which is of about the same length. Fr. 79 happens to occur in II, and the 
recovery of the context of that passage so important for the history of the dithyramb 

shows that Pindar was not referring to the distinction between triads and azo\eAv- 

peva. The metre of II, and probably of III also, is dactylo-epitritic, that of I 

logaoedic, like Fr. 75. There are some irregularities (cf. II. 4-6, 8-11, 12, 13-14, 

15-16, 19, 30, nn.), but hardly more prominent than those in the epinician odes. 

With regard to the subjects of the dithyrambs, the title of II was ‘ Heracles 

the bold or Cerberus’, an episode also treated by Stesichorus (Fr. 11), another 
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exploit of Heracles being treated by Bacchylides (cf. p. 28). I was appa- 

rently concerned with the deeds of an Argive hero, perhaps Perseus. The 

subject of III is uncertain, for the extant fragment comes from a part of the 

dithyramb in which Dionysus was apparently addressed. He is also promi- 

nent in II, and is referred to in I, so that Pindar’s dithyrambs were clearly 

more of the nature of Dionysiac odes than those of Bacchylides. There is no 

trace of any of the three odes having taken the form of a dialogue such as 

Bacchyl. xvii. On the whole the impression created by the new find is that 

Pindar as a dithyrambist was distinctly conservative, and the innovations 

introduced in the fifth century B.c. were not due to him. 

The papyrus was found in the mound which produced 1082-3, 1231, 1233-4 

&c., but it is doubtful whether it belonged to that collection of lyric and 
other texts. The handwriting is a medium-sized, rather square and sloping 

uncial resembling that of 223 (after A.pD. 185; Part ii, Plate i) and the 

corrector who inserted two missing lines in 1234. 2. ii (Part x, Plate iv). That 

the main text was written before, not after, 200 is made probable (1) by the 

title of II, which is in a small cursive hand employing y-shaped 7 and appa- 

rently different from that of the main text, (2) by the numerous scholia in 

another, still smaller cursive hand, referring to questions of reading or interpre- 
tation. These marginalia, which are practically contemporary with the main text, 

are very similar to those in 1234, and seem to belong to the second century 

rather than the third. The main text was originally corrupt in not a few 

passages, especially in III, and has been subjected to considerable revision. 

One of the correctors, who is responsible for the readings above the line in 
II. 27 and III. 9 av, is possibly identical with the original scribe or with the 

writer of the title, but more probably different. A second corrector, to whom 
we should assign all the other interlinear readings, is certainly distinct from 

the original scribe, the first corrector, and the writers of the title of II and 

the scholia. A few mistakes of spelling have escaped correction; cf. II. 8— 

It, 21, nn. An elaborate coronis, similar to those in 1234, occurred at the 

beginning of II, but there is no paragraphus after II. 18, where it would be 

expected. Accents, breathings, and marks of elision or quantity are not 
infrequent, being mostly due to the first hand, but in some cases added by 

the second corrector. The stops (high points, except two in the middle 

position in I. ro (?) and II. 14) seem to be all due to the first hand, like the 

occasional diaereses. 

I. Only the upper part of the column is of any value, but the slight 

traces of Il. 25-38 are sufficient to show that they correspond to ll. 11-24; 
cf. the reference to the antistrophe in 1. 20 schol. Lines 1-10 evidently belong 
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to the penultimate epode, which may have begun several lines earlier. The 

concluding epode is lost. To judge by the length of lines in II, not more 

than 10 letters (i.e. 4 syllables) would be expected to be lost before Il. 7-12, 

and 2 more letters before ll. 2-6 and 13-17. A shorter lacuna at the begin- 

ning (4 letters) would suit 1. 15, but in 1. 14 one or two words seem to be 

lost before aé]fere. That the poem was for the Argives is indicated by the 

references in ll. 6-7 to the building of a city (Tiryns or Mycenae?) by Cy- 

clopes in Argive territory, and in |. g to the house of Abas. The mention 

of the Gorgons in I. 5 suggests that Perseus was the subject, and possible 

mentions of Danaé and Acrisius or Proetus occur in Il. 1-3; but Phorcus himself 

(I. 5), apart from his being the father of the Gorgons and Graeae, is not known to 

be specially connected with the Perseus legends. The new strophe apparently 

introduces a change of subject. After a reference to the Dionysiac gathering 

and an address to the Muses, in |. 15 begins a narrative of an adventure of 

some one who seems to be newly mentioned. Phorcus and probably the 

Gorgons again occur, and Bury would refer this passage, not ll. 1-10, to 

Perseus. The approach of the end of the ode and some parallelisms with 

Fr. 75 suggest that Dionysus himself might be meant. Possibly Frs. 254 and 

284 are to be connected with this poem; cf. ll. 1 and 17, nn. The metre is 

logaoedic. Some of the lines (e.g. strophe 1 and 3) might be regarded as 

ending in dochmiacs, but these belong to tragedy rather than to lyrics. 

Strophe Epode 

Some lines lost (?) 

= oveuyuuy==ue= Juvuul-? 

Juu— (i — 

yvu--—uUs vu 2vuu- i 

NN TONING eee amen) NN NS a 

- | Y = ff J viv VvrsurtuU="U F |S Vvvyy=O\> 

pS IS Sy OS Y¥)—--uu-?| 

2?) r aS Ie ev ev ev WSS) ISI 

¥ jJ—-vu—-vuuv-vuY 

Shoe eC) 

10 epoSeu— 10 ju 
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II. This dithyramb for the Thebans was evidently well known in antiquity 

on account of its opening reference to the cyxowworévera dowdy and cav xi/3dndAor, 

which is quoted by several writers (Fr. 79*) and enables Il. 1-3 to be re- 

stored. Another passage a few lines later (Fr. 79°), quoted by Strabo alone, 

had been much corrupted in the MSS. of that author; in a third fragment 

which occurs (Fr. 208) there are also marked differences between Plutarch’s 

citations and the text of the papyrus. Frs. 81 and 249 also have some points 

of connexion with II, but are probably from different poems; cf. 1. 1, marg., 

n. The ode begins with a contrast between the older and newer form of 

dithyramb in favour of the newer, which claims inspiration from the festival 

held in honour of Dionysus at Olympus itself (ll. 1-8). There follows in 

ll. 8-23 a picturesque and vivid description of the celestial festival, and a 

characteristically grandiloquent reference to the poet himself, which leads to 

the subject of Thebes and the ancestry of Dionysus, whose mother Semele 

was the daughter of Cadmus and Harmonia (ll. 23-30). The poem breaks 

off shortly before the end of the antistrophe, where Dionysus himself was 

apparently being addressed. An epode probably followed; cf. p. 28. The 

metre is dactylo-epitritic, like that of Fr. 74°, a corrupt quotation from 

Pindar found in Epiphanius, which has been assigned by Schroeder to the 

dithyrambs. The main subject of the poem, Cerberus, is not reached. 

Strophe. 

—u-— Ye VV UK TO —~-YU——— UV UU 

=> SYS SS VSS 

vu SY SS SYS SY YS = SYS SS SY SS SUS 

Vue rue HU | yvunruy- YU - - US 

5 —-vyruUY-—UY i 

NF See Ne DETR DR I) 

= VY SS SY SVS SYS SS MISO Ye 

— — — Y vu Y= Sy SYS] SS] VY HY YS = 

SY YS GSS SYS = YS SSS SS VS = 

III. In this dithyramb about 10 letters seem to be missing at the beginnings 

of ll. 5-14, and about 5 more in Il. 15-25. There is no metrical correspondence 

in ll, 1-21, and whether Il. 22-6 correspond to some of ll. 1-10 or not is 

uncertain. Probably part of the fragment belongs to an epode, unless indeed 

this poem was in amoAe\vpéva. Dionysus is apparently addressed in ll. 6 sqq., 

being invited to join in the festival celebrated at a certain city. Bury would 
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regard this as Corinth on the evidence of the ‘ neighbouring rock’ (1. 10) and 

some other indications ; cf. ll. 14-15, 18, 22, nn. The metre is apparently 

dactylo-epitritic, with perhaps an admixture of other rhythms. The scheme 

of ll. 3-19 is 

j= Pusu 12 |¥--vvu¥ 

eo i 

5 juu[-w2]-vee == jeanne 
Ere Coleutpe eb late a: 

lerodava} 
|vAeyov7or| 

\tovavakral 

JAetBopevove . | 

5 » EINER ON, 

‘|kAdrrev-1rodica 5 [ -Jay . onvToo18L00"StoauTwr 

evapyéeipeyarar . . | ee een 

|rorguyevreceparardopor ; ii 

\raBavroo 

10 Acer: touoeteviloyrootkukAwmed dtovuctakov 

\datpoverB popuadcOowv amperes 

\copypav 

\O€pev: evapmvKer 

l€ereT oroaOadooaoday 

15 lyapevxopat-Aey ovr SeBporo. 
au €pkoo 

jagvyovravivkepeAavadrpac 

|Popkoto-ovyyovorvmaTepwv: kopav 

lv 
|rov7 €podor- 

20 | ° taveav at[.].° eavrepiol 

|popevoy" mPetavriaTp® 

or 
lAcyoerrempaxoy 

] 
Jepay iS) on 
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ju-—v[v]-v-- 15 1 aa 

ieee muse 
Juur Jy P-u-- 

ju--vuu--ve-? SUES 

ro [Y¥—-vu—--ve Yuu [ Ju Puu--[v-P 

] UU P-uU 

I. [APIEIOIS. | 

| ard Aaval mT. a 

 Aceyérror [ 

joy avaxta [ 

] ActBopevoy 6. [ 

5 joe mrarépa Topydriov 

Ku|kdorrov: TTONS apa oi? Jav.s Hy 76 of 8’ & ov(tws) Bio( ) avra, 
ee , a]yvojoavtes 5 to(tTo) os codotkiopo(v) 

v ev “Apyet HEY@A@ .- [ GvTos petayp(adovory) eis ot. 

rou (uyévtes Epata Sopov 

wr “ABavros, 

10 TOUS leer. tous’ ekevifovro ot KixAwtes. Arovuctakov. 

1 evldaipovev Bpopidds Boiva mpéret aTp. B 

2 | Kopupar 

3. | O€uev  evdprruKes 

4 aél€er ert, Motoat, Odédos dodav 

15 5 Uupl] yap evxouat. Réyovts de Bporoi 

6 ja guyévra vw Kai péd\ay Epkos aApas 

7 Koupav ?| Popxoio, svyyovoy Tmatépwr, Kopay 

8 lv 

9 |mov 7 €poXor, 

20 10 ]. lav éay an[.].0( ) édv mepto[o(as) 
tmp(ocaxPev?) €£ avtiatpo(>7js). 

II |p@pevor. 

12 = u|iov 

] Aeyo(pevov) én’ émipaxov. 

y = 
25 I —-y -yvuv yu ——lepar aut. B 

D 
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Two lines lost 

30 lic 

|reAeTaLo- 

Jav OKEvTEpLO TO F 

35 ] - vatato 

JuavOavaror| 

] 
JAaw 

] 

Pra, Cols.) Plate: 

Spacl 
mpakAne 
akepBepor [ 
O@nBaroie $n 

8.6 [ 
KatTooa| 

Siamen|.|a[.-...-2.5-- |rvdgy 

5 kKAoloweall..... \dorec 

dlavBpopiov|. . . .\rav 
KauTapackal. JorBtocovpavidat 

evpeyapolat|. .|vTucepvatpevKaTapxel toraven 

parepi@app|. .\d\apouBorTupTavey: 

10 evdekéxAad|. .|Kkpéran’ abopévare 

datcuTrogar|. .\ovmrevKaio 

evdevaidwvepiydoutoiorovax at 

paviait adan{. ||| Aa||reopiverauyady eve 

ovvkKXOVOL: 

15 ev omaykpal. .|oxepavvocapmve@v 

Tupkekivy[. ..- . levuadzou 

eyXoo'adkacooa|.|emadrddol. Jaryto ane eli 
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Two lines lost 

yyy ——v UL —| oo0lll 

yuu uu SY Uls 

wy rus 

——vu—u dorjacios 

] 
—] TeXerais, wo ON Ao & 

10 KEV — élav © kev Tepiooos. 

II ]- vaiato 

av Odvarov [ 

] 
14 Aas 

] 

35 

II]. OPAS[T3] HPAKAHS H KEPBEPOX OHBAIOIS. 

II[piv pév Epre cxoworéverd 7 aorda 

Supa Bor 

kai 70 oaly KiBdarov avOparocw amd oTopdtor, 

Ovamén|rja[vrar b& viv ipots ?| mbdale Kv- 
A et 

KAotot véa- [.... €lddres 

olav Bpopiov {redelrav 

kal mapa oKa|mrjov Aids Ovpavida 

€v peydpos ijo(r)d|yTt. ceva piv KaTdpxet  iordve 

parépt wap pley|\dda popBa tuTdvov, 

ev 6€ KéxAadjoy| Kpérad’ aifopéva Te 

das td £ar[Oalior mevKas, 

ev 0& Naidwy épiydovroe crovayai 

3 paviat 7 adadlai] 7 opiverae (pr)Wavyert | ~ 
‘ , 

ovuv kK\Ovo. 

ev 0 6 mayKpa\77\s Kepauvos apmvéwy 
~ a ct ’ ) 

mip Kekivyirat 70 7\ Evvadiov 

7 €yxos, aAKdeood [le IEaddddojs| atyis Co.obll 

D 2 

OTp. @ 

Fr. 79a 
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8 

puptovpoyyacerakrayyaicdpakovtay’ 04 

pypad’ eiowdpreutcoioror0eo ‘ol6rohoo 
, > 

20 (evEalto evopyato 

Bakxevatc pvdovrcovTaval 

odeknr€iT aly opevoviaatatkal 

pavayedao-eped e€aiperol 

KaPUKATOPOVETTE@V 

25 polo aveotac eAAdOikal. |A[ 

evx opevovBpioapparo.co| 

a 

evOdrovappoviar.\apil ev [|yal 

Kadpovuyy|. . .|\ompamideo| 

vav'd|. Jad ak[....-- \epav: 

30 Katrék| Jévdo£o|. . . .JavOpwrrol 

Siovual. 8 A: eae Alallyl 

Harel . 
me. [ 

Itig 2: 

wal 
J 
|tTopevoTaoia 

|roda 

x 

F WeterGle 6.0.5 6 Jovavavol] k ]krov 

lreavte|. . .Javpedrcor 

|mAokovol. . . .\vovKicowoy a”rA{ 

|kpotagor| | 

ue res ae 
Jeou[] [Ol ov []prAcdn7rorc[] @ |] 

ro lovrerkorredovyeitovampuTave . | 

Japakaorparia] io || 

|r akvapmreck pep“acov 

joreXappac tacembSopatibar 
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18 pupiov pOoyyd(eTrat kAayyats dpakdvtor. dp[ewy 

1 piuga 8 ciow “Aprepis olomddos eb- _oidmodos 

2 fais év dpyais 

3 Bakyiats pidAov Aedvt@y a\ypotépwv Bpopio 

4 6 6& Knd€lrar xopevotaatcr Kali On- 

5 pav ayédas. ene 0 e€aiperoly 

6 Kdpuka copay emer 

7 Moio’ avécrac’ “EdXa KajAlA\Lx po ? 

8 evxdpevoy Bpioappadroas oABov re? O7Bars, 

9 evOa 700’ ‘Appoviay |pldpa yalperay 

10 Kédpov tyyn[Aails mpamideciar Aaxeiv Ked-? 

ir vay: Alid|s 8 dklovcey olupar, 

12 Kal Téx edogolv map| avOpdrolis yevedy. 
vu u 

TA LOvUOT! is Oe [2-1 casio IL ly! 

14 paré|pos ? 

15 él. lpetae eretaere cha 

Ill. [KOPINOIOIZ ?| 

van 

|ivo pev ordaots, 

] 76da 

l| taGlo ao oe Jov kvavoxitey 

Teav Té\AeT]av pediCor 

mOoKov a|Tepalvav Kioolivey dv(tl rod) mALeKtay ? 

Kporaov 

ewy €AOe girav 67 (?) moda 

tov TE oKOTrEAOY yelTova mpUTavi . | 

| 

] 
| 
apa Kal otparid, 

]7 axvapmrel Kpépacor, 

] 5 TE Xappas tds émboparibas. 

37 

QvT. a 
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uv 

Jn. . « rool] p||xnvpvorromal 

15 Jov7edor 

avéyorx opor| 
Jeeor aodat 

Jocopul] A ]]Aovel 

JemeTadotonpl : 

20 Re 

oor Del 
|rivaptao[ 

worod . [ 
25 reel 

ied 

I. 1. Either Aavdfas (referring to Perseus) or Aava[od (e.g. tptrov] awd A., referring to 
Acrisius or Proetus) or Aavaléy or else |a 76a v .{ can be read, the last letter being quite 
uncertain. Pindar Fr. 284 from Schol. A Homer = 319 avr d€ (Aavan), &s now Uvdapos kai 
Gor tives, epOdpn ind tov marpadeApov avrijs Upoirov, bev avrois kat oraois exwnOy might refer 
to this dithyramb. 

3. Possibly ’Axpic}or, The first letter might be » or 7, but hardly 7, so that Hpoi|rov 
(cf. ll. 6-7, n.) is unsatisfactory. Lobel suggests Avx}ov, referring either to Proetus or 
Iobates, king of Lycia, who restored Proetus. 

4. The doubtful 6 can be a or A. For AetBdpevov cf. Py. xii. 9 rv (sc. Ophvor) . . . die 
AerBopevov SuotevOei ody Kapato. 

5. The letter before oe can be «, 1, ¢, v, Or . For Phorcus (= Phorcys), the father of 
the Gorgons, cf. ]. 17 and p. 30. 

6. Bury suggests mpdéyorvdy te Ku|k\ozer, Phorcus being grandfather of Polyphemus 
through his daughter ThoGsa, 

6-7. The scholium is obscure, but seems to refer to the distinction between ot (= éaurd) 
and oi (= airé), and oi with or without an accent presumably occurred in the text. Whether 
the traces of a word following peya\c belong to the text or a scholium is uncertain; 7[ is 
possible. Bury proposes arddus dp{a ot | d€dunro (or réruKro) ketvo|v ev "Apyer peydror 7 €xva. 

The city in question was probably either Tiryns, which was built by the Cyclopes for 
Proetus, as described in Bacchyl. x. 59-81, or Midea or Mycenae, of which Perseus was the 
legendary founder (Paus. ii. 15. 4), being assisted by the Cyclopes (Schol. Eur. Or. 965). 

8-9. If fvyerres is to be taken literally, tr|roc and tkolyr (Stuart Jones) are probable ; 
but epara suggests that the context may concern music, and Bury proposed géppeyye 8 Up|voc 
(vyevtes epata dépov | dxeor ava oxide|vr “ABavros, comparing Homer A 334 KyAnOpno 8 €oyovro Kara 
peéyapa oxidevta, vUpvor is, however, unsatisfactory, for if the doubtful letter was y the middle 
stroke ought to have been visible, so that m (xéu|ro.? Bury) or » or . cis preferable. The 
‘house of Abas’ means the palace at Argos; cf. Py. vill. 55 “ABavros evpuxdpous ayuias. 

10. The stop after ]\eev is not quite certain, and 6 can be read for X, Bury proposes 
tous 6° doy’ ekn|deev, based on the scholium, in which tous is apparently quoted from the text 
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Jaf... .vtos avyxiy pvoiro mal 

15 Jov médor 

JAav mover xopar [ 

Jees 7 aodal, 

Joto PdAov af 

Je merddors Hplivois ? 

20 We 

ucov énla 

]re tapias [ 

y arod .[ 

25 Adel 

it 

and Atovucvakov refers to a different word. For exy]deev cf. II. 22 and the Homeric verse 
cited in ll. 8-9, n. The objection to it is that Pindar elsewhere uses the contracted forms 
in imperfects. 

11-13. A new strophe begins here. Bury proposes something like aN’ dvdpav ed Saipdvev 
Bpopidde Coiva mpérer | pyorar Adywr| kopupar | emywpiot] Oeuev. Cf. Nem. ix. 8 adN avd pev 
Bpopiav dppryy, ava 8 aidov em avrav dpoope inmioy deOw@v Kopupay. 

13-14. evaurvé is not found elsewhere, but éAccaurvE, kvavaurvé, Murapaurv, and ypuodumvé 

occur in Pindar. For ae|fer’ (Bury, Stuart Jones) cf. O/. vi. 105 exav 8 Burov dee’ edrepres 
avOos. Before it Bury proposes Mepoet vuv, in order to explain wy in], 16. Bpopi@ vuv is also 
possible ; cf. 1. 17, n. 

15. type] was suggested by Bury, who proposes an epithet of dower, e.g. xdvrav, 
before it. 

16. Regarding »v as Perseus, Bury proposes A:Bvas media (or ylad]a) puydvta. xnpja 
(Stuart Jones) is also possible. If Dionysus, who according to Paus. li. 22. 1 attacked 
Argos from the sea, were meant (cf. 1. 17, n.), deopJa (Lobel) would be suitable ; cf. Eur. 
Bacch. 610 sqq. It is not clear whether épxos was simply omitted by the first hand or was 
intended to take the place of @\was. The corresponding line of the antistrophe hardly 
projects as far as would be expected if it contained equivalents of both words; but the 
collocation épkos GApas occurs in Py. ii. 80 dBarriords ecipe perdos ds brep €. a., where 

@\pas is usually connected with a8damrioros, not épxos, and épxos is thought to mean 
‘net’. This parallel makes us disposed to retain both words, and to regard them as 
a periphrasis for the sea, like the scholiast on Py. ii. 80, who explains epxos as émdveca, 
‘surface’. 

17. kopav points to a word like it in the text, either a synonym or xopay differently 
spelled (xovpav?) or wrongly accented (cf. II. 19, n.). ‘The Graeae or more probably the 
Gorgons (cf. 1. 5 and p. 30) must be meant, and the line may have begun with és followed by 
a word implying ‘abode’ (rav?), Pindar Fr. 254 from Apollodorus ii. 38 adrae 8€ ai vipat 
mrTnva etyov media Kal THY KiBiow, Hv pacw eivac pay. Tivdapos b€ Kai “Halodos év Aozide ext tot 

Tepoéws xr\, may have referred to this dithyramb. ovyyovoy rarépwr is obscure. If the stops 
before and after these words are correct, they seem to be in apposition to vu», which is 
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unsatisfactory. As Stuart Jones remarks, ovyyovov would be expected to agree with a word 
like dperavy in the next line. arépev is probably the plural of amplification; cf. Fr. 75. 10 
Bpdpuoy 6v 7 “EptBdav re Bporol Kadeoper, yovov imdtav pev matépwv peArrepev yuvack@v Te Kadpeiay 

epondoy (v. 1, SeueAnv). The resemblances between this passage and Il. 15-19 (Sporol .. . marépor 
. €uodov) suggest that uv might be Dionysus, not Perseus; cf. 1. 16, n. 

18. |v is not visible on the facsimile. 
1g. |rov: or]. tov. Of epodov is corrected from r. 
20. ‘The marginal note refers to éav, which ‘is rejected (?), being superfluously introduced 

from the antistrophe ’, i.e. 1. 34, which ends €]av and also contained a superfluous word. The 
last letter of am[.].0( ) might be 8 or A, but ém[oB]éA(Aerar) and daroS0(kidberar) are not 
satisfactory readings. 

23. The o of Aeyo(pevov) is not raised above the line, as would be expected if the word 
is an abbreviation ; but |Aeto is inadmissible. 

28. In the margin are traces of a scholium. 
34. €lav: cf. 1. 20, n. to Kev weptooov would be expected ; cf. |. 6, schol. 
II. ‘ Heracles the bold or Cerberus. For the Thebans. 
Formerly both dithyrambic song issued from the lips of men long drawn out and the 

sigma under suspicion ; but now new gates have been opened for sacred choirs: they (sing ?), 
knowing what manner of festival of Bromius the celestials by the very sceptre of Zeus 
celebrate in their halls. Beside the majesty of the great mother of the gods begins the 
beating of drums; therewith swells the music of the castanets and the torch blazing below 
the yellow pine-brands; therewith resounding laments of the Naiads, wild dances and 
shouts are stirred in the fury of tossing the neck on high. Therewith moves the almighty 
thunderbolt breathing fire, and the sword of the god of War, and the valiant aegis of Pallas 
tings with the hissing of countless serpents. Lightly comes Artemis the lone huntress, who 
has yoked in the Bacchic revels the race of most savage lions for Bromius, while he is 
enchanted also by the dancing throng of beasts. Me too, a chosen herald of wise words, 
the Muse raised up to pray for prosperity (?) for Hellas with its fair dances and chariot- 
pressing Thebes, where of old, as the story tells, Cadmus by high design won sage Har- 
monia as his bride, and she hearkened to the voice of Zeus and became the mother of 
offspring famed among men. O Dionysus, .. .’ 

I Marg. Opac{ts] HparAzjs 7 KépBepos: Heracles is called @pacupaxavos in O2. vi. 67. For 

other examples of alternative titles of dithyrambs cf. p. 28. It is tempting to connect with 
this ode Pindar Fr. 249% (Schol. AB on Homer © 194) “HpakAjs eis “AtSov xareXOav emi rov 
KépBepov auvérvyxe Mededyp@ TO Oivews, ot Kal denOevtos ynpat tiv adehpry Andverpar, emavehOav cis Pas 

éorevoer eis Airway pos Oivea, katadaBay d€ pynorevdpevoy trv KOpny “Axeh@ov Tov mAnatoy ToTapOV, 
Suerdhaev aito ... Soxei S€ trav ev rH “ENAdSt ToTapnay péyiotos etvar 6 *AxeA@os* SiO Kal wav 

Wop tH Tovrov mpoonyopia kadeira, % ioropia mapa Lwdapo. But Fr. 249) (221. ix. 14), which 
seems to belong to the passage in question about the Acheloiis, is in a different metre, 
mpooba pev o ’Ayehwiov Tov aoddtatoy etpwria Kpava MeA{avd|s Te ToTapov poat TpEedoy Kadapov. 

A fragment concerning Heracles from a dithyramb (Fr. 81) is quoted by Aristides ii. 70 
Gre Kat érépwbt pepvnpevos rept airav ev SiOupapBo twit ae 8 eya mapdpw (rap appw Boeckh, 

rapa vv Bergk*), dynoiv, aivéw pév, Unpudyn, 1O 6€ pr Aci (At Hermann) pidrepov ovy@pe mapmar. 
The metre of this from aivéw ... mdpmav corresponds to II. 1-3 x:8|, and the words preceding 
aivéo might correspond metrically to the end of an epode; but the capture of the oxen of 
Geryones is a different exploit, and Fr. 81 is likely to belong to another dithyramb. Fr. 169 
(Plato, Gorg. 484 b, Aristides, ii. 68, Schol. Pind. Wem. ix. 35 vépos 6 mavrwy Bactdeds xri.), 

which mentions Geryones and is in dactylo-epitritic metre, but does not correspond to the 
extant part of II, and Fr. 168 (Athenaeus, x. 411 b, Philostratus, Zum. ii. 24 6(0)1a Body Oeppa 
«th.), which refers to the devouring of an ox by Heracles at the house of Coronus, an 
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episode connected with the capture of the Cretan bull (Apollod. ii. 5. 7), and is not in 
dactylo-epitritic metre, certainly have no connexion with our dithyramb. 

1-3 (= Fr. 79%). Cf. Strabo x. 469 padprupes 8’ of mourat tov rowovT@y tmovolay (sc. con- 

cerning the Curetes and Corybantes): 6 re yap Uivdapos ev tO SibupdpBo od 7 dpyn mpw pev 
ciprre cxoworovias (cxowvorevera edd.) 7° dowdad (v. 1, dowdat) SBvpdpBov (-B@ most MSS.), pynodeis 
de (S€ om. most edd.) rav mepi tov Awrucov tyrav tov Te Tahaioy Kat Tay VoTEpoY, peTdBas ard 
Tovray dyat* cot pev KaTapyxet (Karapyew edd.) warep mapa peyddat (v. 1. weydAor: peyada mapa edd.) 

poipBor (pouBor edd.) kypBddov, ev b€ KeyAddav (keyAddew edd.) kpdrad’ aiBopeva re Sas (Sais some 

edd.) in6 éavOator mevxas (= Il. 8-11), tHy Kow@viay tov mepi Tov AtévuToy arodexGevtay vopipav 
mapa tots “EAAnot Kat rev mupa trois PpuEi wept tHy pytépa Tay Gedy ovvorker@y addyAros, Athen. 
X. 455 b Uivdapos b€ pos tHv dovyporombeioay @dnv, ws 6 adbrdés noe KXeapyos, oiovet ypipou Tivos 
év pedorotia mpoBAnbértos, ws ToAAGY TOLT@ TpoaKpovorTwy bia TO Suvarov (adivarov edd.) eivar arro- 

oxéoOa Tov otypa Kat dia 7d pu) Soxipdtew, eroinoe (Corrupt ?)* mpiv pev eipre oxoworevia (I, -Téverd) 
r’ dowda Kal ro cay TiBondov (Ki3dydov edd.) avOparos, X. 448C Kabarep of dorypou Kadovperor TOV 
yptpor? 6bev kai Uivdapos mpos 1o & enoinoer @dny (corrupt ?), Xi. 467 a 76 6€ cay avti Tov olypa 
Aapikas cipykacw, of yap povorkol, Kabarep ToAAdKts ‘Aptordéevds nat, TO olypa A€eyew TapyTodrTO 

dia 7d TKANpSoTOpoY civae Kai dveriTHdEeLoy AVAG . .. Kal ivdapos Sé gyow mply pev HpvE TXoworeverd 

7 doa Kat To cay KiBdnroy dd oropdtrav, Dionysius, De comp. verb. 14 iat 5 oi Kai doiypous 

das @bas errotovy’ Sydot bé€ TovTO Kai Livdapos ev ois qbnow mplv pev pre cXoworert ovnerra (OF 

other corruptions) d@updpBev Kai rd way KiBdndov (vy. ], KiBdadov) avOparous (v. 1. -T0t). From 

these varying forms of |. 3 Hermann restored kai 16 cav Ki35adov dvOporocw ard oroparov. 
The termination of the line is wanting in both Il. 3 and 18, but there is no reason to doubt 
Hermann’s restoration ; cf. for the metre l. 7. 

I. cxoworévera: this is formed on the analogy of jédvereia, povooyevera, &c,, and means 

“stretched out like a rope’, ‘ prolix’; cf. Philostr. Herozc. i. 14 pi dmoreive (ra @opara) pyde 
axoworery epya¢ecba. It does not refer to division into triads, for II itself is divided into 
triads or strophes; cf. p. 28 and 1. 3, n. 

2. The division doxda d6updp8ev would be expected from the arrangement of Il. 19-20, 
but 8a (or 57) 8 does not suit the traces of |. 2, and the real dividing-point of the feet is 
probably after aoa here and ¢ev- in |. 20, 

3. kai 7d ca[y Ki8dadov: the meaning of this isa long-standing difficulty. Athenaeus and 
Dionysius (cf. Il. 1-3, n.) supposed that it referred to the @dai dovypor, i.e. of Pindar’s pre- 
decessor, Lasus, Athenaeus x. 455 c proceeding to quote a line without o from Lasus’ hymn 
to Demeter. The epitomator of Athenaeus, followed by Eustathius, p. 1335. 52, misunder- 
standing this, attributed the composition of odes without o to Pindar himself. Boeckh and 
Dissen translate «iBdndov ‘pravum’, supposing that it refers to the mispronunciation of o in 
the Dorian dialect (so also Donaldson and Weir Smyth), and that Pindar meant to contrast 
the old-fashioned odes in which « was used with the new kind without o invented by Lasus, 
Pindar himself reverting to the old-fashioned type. Sandys (translation of Pindar in the 
Loeb series), connecting «i(SdyAov (sc. jv) with dOporoow dro croudrov, translates ‘ when 
the sibilant san was discarded from the lips of men’, i.e. was rejected as spurious. 
The mutilated condition of ll. 4-5 leaves the context obscure in some points, espe- 
cially as to the precise nature of the transition to the account of the Dionysiac festival in 
Olympus (cf. ll. 4-6, n.); but it is tolerably certain that the new kind of dithyramb which. 
is contrasted with the old is not the dithyramb of Lasus, but of Pindar himself, as is also 
shown by the definite reference to himself in ]. 23. Hence Boeckh’s view of Pindar’s 
relation to the two kinds of dithyramb is just the opposite of what the context demands. 
Sandys’s translation gives the right kind of sense, but av6paro.w aro oropdrey is much more 
likely to be dependent on épze than on xi$adov, and the position of 7’ indicates that épze, not 
jv, is to be supplied with x(BSadov. We are disposed, therefore, to regard 70 cay xiSdaXoy as 
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a reference to Lasus’ @dai dovypor, cdv being used as the equivalent of ofyua, and xi®dudov 
comparing it to base coin which when produced is rejected, and implying a contrast with 
Pindar’s own use of o, which was unrestricted. 

4-6. dianén|rlafyra b€ and mika were suggested by Sandys, viv by Lobel, «v]|kAows by 
Bury. The slight vestiges towards the end of the line suit wvAa{: rather well, especially 
the m and X (for which a is the only alternative); but the preceding lacuna is rather short 
for the proposed supplement. The metre of |. 4 is fixed by 1. 22. For opening the 
‘gates’ of song cf. OZ. vi. 27 midas tpvov dvaritvapev, Wem. ix. 2 dvamentapévar ketvwr vevixavrar 
Oipa, Bacchyl, Fr. 5. 2 ovd€ yap pacrov dppyrwr éméwy midas e€evpeiv, xv|kAouoe refers to the 
kukuot xopoi of the dithyramb. To find an anapaest short enough for the lacuna before 
eliddres in 1. 5 is difficult. If méAa{c is right, liééres must belong to a new sentence and may 
refer to xopot (e.g. something like cogoi oi |i5.); but Bury would connect it with the 
preceding line, suggesting daren|p|a[yaoe 8 ——— wu xiledoror véav [oopoi ed e|iSéres | otav 
Bpdpios [id|eav xrA., and comparing Vem. ix. 3 GAN éxéwy yAuxiv tpvoy mpdooere and Eur. 
Bacch, 471 ra 8 opyl eori riv’ id€av Exovrd vor, veay for vear, Bpoptos for Bpopiov, and 1d]eay for 
teXelrav are possible readings; but rede]rav (Sandys) suits foravre particularly well, and the 
metaphor of the gates is attractive. [For Bpomtov [rede|rav cf. Py. ix. 97 vixdcavta ce Kat 
Teherais wpias év Iaddados «idoy. Bpoprwe is inadmissible. The metre of |. 5 is somewhat 
abnormal. After a choriambus is an anapaest and a cretic, or else an ionic a minore and 
iambus. For anapaests in dactylo-epitritics cf. e.g. Py. i. 2, 6, iii. 4 ; for ‘iambic catalexis’ 
cf. Ol. vi. 5, Wem. viii. 14. 

7. The last syllable of Ovpavidac was marked long by the first hand, short by the 
corrector, who wished to indicate (rightly) that the word was nom. plur., not dat. sing. ; cf. 
I. 8 epara. The syllable is long as a matter of fact, but there was no point in marking it 
long at the end of a line, unless indeed the first hand wished to connect it with ev in 1. 8 
and scanned -paviéa ev together in spite of the hiatus. But, as Housman remarks, the 
metre of |. 8 corresponds to e.g. Py. iv. 296 dadaréav pédppryya Baordtay moNirats, and in each 
case the phrase — vu U —u uv — comes both before and after, so that a is to be regarded as 
merely a slip. 

8. The last syllable of the line seems to stand by itself (cf. the preceding n.), as 
frequently in Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitritics. In Pindar’s there seem to be instances of 
hypercatalexis in Frs. 29-30 (from an vpros). 

ijo(r)a}pre: there is not room for ora in the Jacuna and the marginal terdvr indicates 
that the main text was in some respect different. If there had been a wrong accent over { it 
ought to have been visible, and there is no doubt that the first hand read todyrt, a Doric form 

not found in Pindar but quite suitable in itself. icdayre would make sense (cf. e]édéres in 1. 5), 
but fordvre is preferable. 

8-11. cepa... mevkas: this passage (Fr. 79»; cf. ll. 1-3, n.) is quoted by Strabo 
with several corruptions or variations, ool for vepva, parep mapa for parept mdp, poiu8or KupBarov 
for pépBo typmaver, and xexddev for xéxAad[ov] (or -d[ev]). Misled by ood, modern editors were 
unable to restore the passage on the right lines. The confirmation of the schema Pindaricum 
katapxet.. . pdp/3or against emendations is interesting. Another instance occurs in]. 13 pavia 7’ 
ddad[ai] 7 6pivera, which had been obscured in the quotations of this by Plutarch. Two more 
occur in Il, 18-19 of the fragmentary dithyramb for the Athenians (Fr. 75); in the epinician 
odes this construction is rare. kvydAev may have stood in Strabo’s text of II, but rurdvev is 
likely to be right; cf. Catullus, Avs 9 ypanum, tubam, Cybelle, tua, mater, initia, which may 
even have been an imitation of this passage. Bergk referred to this dithyramb Fr. 80, a quotation 
from Pindar ina Herculaneum fragment of Philodemus, De pze/afe, which is restored KuBé[Aa] 
par[ep Oeav|. The metre may well be dactylo-epitritic, but there is no place for Fr. 80 in the 
context of the reference to Cybele in ll. 8-9. Owing to the lacuna at the end of 1. 27 the 
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correction of tipzmavey to rizavey is not absolutely certain, for yajpte (Bury) can there be 
supplied instead of ya|ueradv (Housman); but, as Housman observes, |. g seems to be 
unrhythmical as it stands, since vu uv — — in this metre is not elsewhere followed by ——v -, 
unless there is a break between them, as at OJ. vi. 4-5 and Bacchyl. viii. g—10, and scribes 
have often written tézmavov where authors did not ; e.g. Hom. Hymn. xiv. 3, Eur. Hel. 1347, 
Aesch. Fr. 57. 10, Apoll. Rhod. i. 1139, Anth. Pal. vi. 165. 5, and in the Catullus passage 
cited above the MSS. give /ympanum against the metre. With rumdver |. 9 will have the 
rhythm of OJ. vi. 2 xiovas ws dre Oanrov péyapov. The point of &a[@alioc as applied to mevcas 
is not clear: Dissen explains it by the colour of the fire. With ll. ro-12 cf. Soph. Anug. 
1126-9 oe 8 tnep SAdpov retpas arepoy Orwme Avyvis, “Oa Kwpixiac orelyovor Nvppat 
Baxxides. 

12, ev b€ Naidov: — Vv — wu corresponds to — uv — — (apparently) in I. 30; cf. |. 19, n., 
and e.g. Ol. iii, epode 1, 4, 5. 

13-14. These lines are thrice quoted by Plutarch, (1) Quaest. conv. i. 5. 2, (2) vii. 5. 4, 
(3) De def. orac. 14, copied by Euseb. Praep. evang. v. 4, p. 185, and Theodoret, Graec. 
aff. cur., ed. Gaisford, p. 374. In (2) pavias 7 ddadais 7’ dpwdpevor occurs, the quotation 
being accommodated to Plutarch’s sentence ; (1) and (3) have épiopever for dpiverar; (1) has 
epiavyenr, (2) and (3) pupavxen for bWatxyerr. Both opwopevwv (which would correspond to 

Naidov in |. 12) and pupadxere seem to be ancient variants (Theodoret, of. c¢., p. 375 coins 
a verb puyavyeveiv from the quotation), and pryavyem, which occurs nowhere else, is, as 
Housman remarks, more appropriate than iyatyex to both kAdvm and Naider: cf, 
Catull. Afs 23 ubi capita Maenades vi tactunt hederigerae, Cic. [I Verr. iii. 49 cerviculam 
tactaturum, Eur. Bacch. 864 S€pav cis aidépa dpocepoy pinrovoa. ‘The metre, as he observes, 
does not help much in deciding between pupatyer and tiavyen, for though with pupadyevr 
the scheme of l. 13 UU —-UYU—4¥—U———v* corresponds to the last verse of the 
epodes in Py. iii, e.g. 1. 23, - u vu — can generally take the place of — u—-, and is pre- 
ceded by v uv — — and followed by — u—in e.g. Mem. xi. 14. pup-(or b-)adxen is appa- 
rently the end of a member of the rhythm with sy//ada anceps, and a member of the rhythm 
also comes to anend after otv xdév@, as the hiatus there proves, so that these two words have 
to constitute a whole member ; cf. |iAdokopa:| in O2. vii. g and |aidvos| in Py. v. 7. The 
alternative is to write £iv kAdv@, but there seem to be only two examples of &vv in Pindar’s 
MSS., and not one is established by metre, though cf. 1614. 9. 

ddad{ai]: the first hand seems to have written ada\fa}\a originally, The final \a was 
then crossed out and « no doubt added above [a], but whether the scribe himself or a 
corrector made the alteration is uncertain. Several of the MSS. of Plutarch have adda for 
a\adai, but the third letter here is more like a than A, and the loop of it, though narrow, does 
not seem to be a correction. 

15-16. kepauyds durvéwy mip: cf. Fr. 146 mip mvéovtos a Te (Pallas) kepavyod ayxiota beErav 

kara xeipa marpos (jpneva). In]. 15 —v —vw occurs twice, very likely as equivalent to — uv —— 
in the antistrophe (lost); cf. Il. r2 and 19, nn. 

17. dAkdeooa: in Ol. ix. 72 and Py. vy. 71 ad\xkaevras is found, but the metre here requires 
ae to be separate syllables. The scholium perhaps indicates a variant, but may be no more 
than atyi[s accented; cf. 1. 19, n. 

18. This verse is a Srynotydpecov. o[ewy is a gloss on dpakdvrwr. 
19. pinpa & ciow: — v — uw here corresponds to— v —— in]. 1; cf. Il. 12, 15-16, nn. 
oiorddos : this word, which seems to have been wrongly spelled but rightly accented by 

the first hand, was wrongly accented by the corrector; cf. 1.17 and I. 17, nn.  olozdXos 
Saino (unnamed) occurs in Py. iv. 28. 

20. The syllable ¢ev- really belongs to |. 19; cf. 1]. 2, n. 
21. The misspelling Baxxerats is not corrected. a{yporepwr was suggested by Sandys and 
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Bury; cf. Wem. iii. 46 Nedvrecow dyporépas. Bpopxip (Bury) is required to explain 6 é¢ in 1, 22. 
The metre is practically certain ; cf. Il. 1-3, n. 

22-3. kali Oj\pav: so Housman and Bury. The a of xa{é is nearly certain, the only 
alternative being o. The sentence is suggested by the mention of lions in the line above. 
Bacchus is flattered not only by the attentions of his fellow-gods, but also by the worship of 
brute creatures. dyéAai Nedvtwy Occurs in Pind. Fr. 239. 

25-6. Cf. Fr. 151 Moio’ avénxé pe. kald]cydp@ and 6[ABov re were suggested by Bury ; 
Sandys proposes xa{i y]-vedv with o[éxéy re, but the traces of a letter after cal.) suggest a, 8, A, 
or v. For the late position of re cf. Wem. ix. 34 mapa meCoBdas irros te. That @n8as 
occurred at the end of 1. 26 is clear from what follows (cf. Fr. 195 etvdpyate @7n8a), but 
a restoration in which edyéuevov meant ‘ boasting myself’ rather than ‘ praying for’ would be 
more appropriate. [yaya is, however, inadmissible in 1. 26, the o before the lacuna being 
almost certain. For the metre of that line cf. 1. 7, n. 

27. The first hand wrote wor appouar, jaya yalperdv is due to Housman, who 
corrects tuprévey in |. 9 to rumdvev: Bury, retaining tuzmdvev there, proposed papa yal pvec: 
ef. ll. 8-11, n. The first hand wrote ¢]@uev yal : the first corrector then added a above the line, 
deleting « and perhaps » also; cf. IIL. 9, n. As Housman remarks, a verb does not seem 
necessary with @dua (sc. ort): cf. Aesch. Sepfem 217-18 aN otv Beovs rods rijs ddovans mOAEOS 
ekeirew Noyos, and ars in Pindar himself (according to the usually accepted emendation of 
Bothe) in /s. viii. 40 Ataxida, dv P evoeBéorarov paris Iaodkod tpapew mediov, and uli fama in 
Stat. Zheb. i. 699. 

28. bWifora]s could be read in place of twrjAai|s. There is little doubt about the 
s, t being the only alternative. aye xed-| (or ay-})|vav is due to Bury. Nonnus, Dzonys. 
iv. 28 sqq., represents Harmonia as at first reluctant to marry Cadmus. Housman prefers 
dyew oep|vdy, comparing Wem. v. 47 oepvav Oérw Indea 6, Aesch. Prom. 560 ayayes 
“Howvay .. . Sdzapra, and, for the present infinitive with wore in a past sense, Py. vi. 21-4 
tay mor... parti... mapaweiv. oenvds has however occurred in |. 8. For mpamides in 
connexion with a suitor he compares Js. viii. 30 add’ ot opw apBporo TeXecav civav Oeay 
mpamides. 

30. evbofoly: if € is right, the parts of it were joined instead of being written, as else- 
where in 1604, as a dot between two strokes. The second o is also doubtful, a being quite 
as suitable. But the position of the accent over ev strongly favours evdo£o[», for evdoxd poy and 
-«y[rov are inadmissible, and though a crossed out r might be read in place of &, evdored «pay is 
not a known word and evdo[[r]«{uov is unsatisfactory apart from the wrong accent. At the 
beginning of the line — u — — corresponds to—U—vinl. 12; cf. 1. 19,n. map'] dvOpazofts 
yeveav is due to Bury. Seuéedav may be substituted for yeveay, she being in any case the 
person"chiefly meant, as is shown by the reference to her in 1. 32. 

31. Atovus| must be vocative, for any other case would fill up the lacuna, leaving no 
room for the letter preceding 6, which apparently had an acute accent and was therefore 
a vowel. Probably Acorvole was written and the ¢ not elided; cf. re opivera in ]. 13. If the 
two letters in the lacuna formed a diphthong, the accent ought to have been more to the left. 

32. pare[pos: i.e. Semele; cf. 1. 30, n. o could be read in place of e. 
III. 1. The doubtful A can be »v. 
3. ordots elsewhere in Pindar means ‘ sedition’, but here may, as Bury remarks, refer 

to the chorus either in the sense of xaracracts (yopav) or of a division; cf. |. 5, n. 
5. Bury proposes kare vavrilov. 
6. redv must refer to Dionysus, if reAer|av is right; cf. int. p. 29. 
7-8. Bury suggests Baddv b€| mccoy olrepalvav kiocivor | dui tedv Kpdrapov, making 

perio the end of a clause and connecting Il. 7-8 with €\@e in], 9. A stop may, however, 
have been lost after kpérapov. The scholium probably refers to the unusual expression 
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mAdkov orepdvoy. For mdlexrar, sc. oreppaver, cf, Eur. Hippol. 73 mrexrov arepavov, —dp|pov (cf. 

Nem. iv. 17) does not suit the vestiges. 
g. Apparently Ady was altered first to @iAws dy and then, the correction being crossed 

out, to dirtav by. The after-¢ir is not crossed out; but the av above the line begins close 
to the Xand @uAav }y (which makes the line end with two choriambi) is metrically preferable to 
padrav by or simply dudcav, Moreover it is not certain that the o of @6ov was crossed out like 
the @ and » when edée was substituted, and in II. 27 there is a similar doubt concerning the 
deletion of a superfluous letter. 

modea is corrected from modew. The mark of quantity is not quite certain, but a alone 
does not account for all the ink. 2éAw is clearly meant, but no form wodéa is known, though, 
since wéAna occurs in Hesiod, it does not seem impossible. 

10. Bury proposes meAdp|ov . . . xpvramy, and would see in this line a reference to the 
Acrocorinthus ; but mpuram . [| may be vocative, as in Py, ii. 58. 

11. laua: the first letter might be \ and the second v; the third is more like a with a 
high stop after it than [.|s. Bury suggests something like éroro 8'] dua, but the stop is an 
objection to dua, 

12. akvaprrei, ‘inflexibly’, is a new adverb. dxapmros occurs in Js. iil, 71 and dxvapmros 
in the MSS. of Py. iv. 72 (dkaynros Hermann). 

13. tds émBopariSas is a gloss on ydpuas, which was used in the sense of ‘ spear-shafts’ 
also by Stesichorus and Ibycus according to Schol. Pind. O2. ix. 128. 

I4-I5. Bury suggests Gdtos & a} |n[etpalpros avyxny pvo.to tral vayupw | & €pkos T eyxwpilov méXot, 

‘Let the impassable sea-neck protect the festal gathering and be the bulwark of the people,’ 
comparing O/. viii. 48 em “IcOue movria and Eur. Med. 212 mévrov Khpd’ aépavtov. avxnv would 

on this view mean the Isthmus of Corinth. ‘The general sense of ll. 12-15 is, he thinks, ‘ Put 
aside arms and preparations for war, and trust for defence to the Isthmus.’ avdxnv elsewhere 
in Pindar means the human neck, but that does not combine easily with pvorro. 

17. Perhaps rodvya6|ées. aorSar can, however, be dative. 
18. Bury suggests Sic’ oto or PAavk|oio Pidor, referring to the Corinthians. 
19. For rerddos np[wois (Bury) cf. Py. ix. 46 doua re yOdv npwa PiAN dvaréuret. The 

first letter of the line might be p. 
22. Bury suggests ordluov tm{meov (or inrov), referring either to the legend of 

Bellerophon and the bridle (@idrpov tmmeov) of Pegasus, a story told by Pindar in an ode 
written for the Corinthian Xenophon (O/. xiii), or perhaps to a particular kind of mouthpiece, 
i.e. one of the imzeca évrea said to have been invented by the Corinthians (O7/. xiii. 20). 

1605. MENANDER, MISOYMENOS. 

15 X 5:2 cm. Third century. 

This exiguous fragment of a comedy, though containing only the beginnings 

of 27 lines from the top of a column and a few letters from the ends of lines of 

the preceding column, has some interest, since it can with much probability 

be identified. The name of a speaker, Te(ras), is inserted in the margin 

against ll. 34-5, and characters of that name are known to have occurred in 

three of Menander’s plays, the “Hpws, Micovpevos, and Tepiv6/a (if Koerte is 

right in assigning 855 to the last-named play), while the apparent mention in 1. 25 

(cf. 1. 29, n.) of @pacwridns, the name of the leading character in the Mucovpevos, 
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indicates the second of the three. Parts of about 50 lines near the end of that 
play are extant in 1018, and there are 14 other fragments of it known, but 

no correspondence with 1605 is at alllikely, though one or two are just possible ; 

cf. ll. 24—-5,nn. Geta was the slave of Thrasonides, but who his interlocutor here 

was is quite obscure. Other known characters in the play are Clinias, Demeas, 

and Cratea. For the plot, which turned upon the redemption of Cratea through 

her father Demeas from servitude with Thrasonides, a rough soldier, see 1013. int. 

and Koerte, Alenandrea, li. 

The handwriting is a medium-sized sloping uncial resembling 1376 (Part 

xi, Plate iii), and probably of the third century, to which some dated documents 

found together with 1605 belong. The speaker’s name is written more cursively 

by a different hand, which does not seem to be appreciably later than that of the 
main text. Paragraphi occur, indicating changes of speaker, but no stops. 

Another papyrus (3rd cent.) containing 23 lines divided between two scenes, 

which has recently been published by Wilamowitz (S7¢zungsb.d. Berl. Akad. 1918, 
747-9) as part of an uncertain comedy, perhaps by Menander, is probably to 

be assigned to the Misovpevos. In the second scene a woman called Cratea 

unexpectedly recognizes her father, whereupon the owner of the house intervenes, 

and in the margin of 1.18 T'e(_) occurs as the name of a speaker. Wilamowitz, 

though noticing the agreement with the Mucovevos with regard to Cratea, 

attributes the fragment to a different play, chiefly because Te( ) is supposed 

also to occur in the margin of ]. 12 in reference to a character who is addressed in 

the next line as 77@/a. From this he infers that e( ) is an unknown feminine 

name. But it is much more likely that Te(__) in 1. 18 is Pe(ras), and that in |. 12, 
where the decipherment is admitted to be very uncertain, either the marginal 

note is to be read differently or some rearrangement of the supposed speakers is 

to be introduced. Geta and Cratea will then be the characters in the Micovpevos, 

the father will be Demeas, and the owner of the house Thrasonides, the action 

being highly appropriate to that play. This explanation is confirmed by the 

striking parallelism between Fr. 11 of the Misovpevos, dpavels yeyovacw at orabat 

and |. 11 of the Berlin papyrus, |p olx@ ras oradas tov yeitéver. 

Col. i. Col. ii. 

ovkere [ 
25 Opacalvid 

Te Taval 

kados [ 

g lines lost ov maLo| 
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(nAotuT|o 

30 a vuv dey 

els Toup| yor 

Stakoai{ 

ite) Jes vn Ata 7 

ey are Nelo 
|s amo 77s . | 

v 36 - pawe 

]0n ~ ddoacuw [ 

" mpocev{| 

ovT@s an| 

\ Kakov 40 ~ ouk e€al 

] Tos em 

Jae Ta pnpal7 
J Aeyor 7 
] " edeyer al 

] tapnv 45 “pat ono | 

]. nkovo-a| 

20 

Goo ay tc exmel . [ 

ayaba X 

[oa Piper rl 
50 [klados . | 

24. ovkere is apparently the first word in the last line of a small detached fragment of 
1018 (1. 26). But an actual coincidence is unlikely. 

25. Opaca[ud : this might possibly coincide with the corrupt Fr. r4 (Koerte) of 
the Micovpevos, which is generally restored pucovor peév | Opacar(isnr), & mdtep, arexrdyKact 
8 ov. 

29. ndorur|o : Cf. Meptxetpopevn 408-9 6 8 dddorwp eyo | kat (nAdrumos dvOparos, spoken 

by Polemon, the counterpart of Thrasonides in that play. 
34. Perhaps avaye [o|cavrov, as in Sapia 145. The y is however very doubtful and 

avac .|.{ can be read. It is not clear whether I'e(tas) refers to]. 34 or to |. 35. The surface 
of the papyrus between Il. 33-4 is rubbed, but there is no trace of a paragraphus, so that if 
Te(ras) refers to 1. 34 there was probably a change of speaker in the middle of that line. 
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1606. LysIAs, Orations rpos ‘Inn0beponv, Against Theomnestus, &c. 

Height 29-5 cm. Late second or early third century. 
Plate II (Fr. 6, Cols. i-ii). 

Lysias has hitherto been represented in papyri only by some small third- 

century B.C. pieces of the oration against Theozotides (P. Hibeh 14); but the 

following fragments of several of his lost private speeches are more extensive 

and valuable. Like 1607-8 and 1612, they form part of the first of the three 

large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6, which also produced 841-4, 852-3, 1012, 

1016-17, 1364, and 1876, the publication of this find being now completed. 

The small group consisting of Frs. 8-18 was found separately in a different part 

of the same mound, but no doubt belongs to the same roll. Originally about 
200 in number, the fragments have been reduced by combinations to 150. Much 

the longest of them is Fr. 6, which contains (1) the last three columns of a speech, 

with the title (ll. 237-8) apis ‘Inmo0épony inép Oeparaivns followed by a blank 

space, (2) the first two columns of a speech directed against a certain Theomnestus 

by an unnamed plaintiff. apds “Immo0€ponv is known as the title of a speech by 

Lysias (no. Ixi) from Harpocration, who makes two quotations from it, Fr. 122 

(Sauppe) ddparijs ovata kat davepd and Fr. 123 ‘Iepévuyos. Fr. 122 seems to be 

connected with Fr. 2 of the papyrus, where ovol|iay ... adjaviclac is a probable 

restoration in ll. 29-32, and avepa is possible in ]. 48; but ‘lepévupos does not 

seem to occur in 1606, though it is tempting to restore his name in]. 89. The 

title of the second speech would at first sight be expected to be xara @copryjorov: 

but two orations of Lysias with that title are extant (x and xi), xi being merely 

an abbreviation of x. Since both of these are quite distinct from the speech 

against Theomnestus in the papyrus and presumably refer to a different person, 

while Harpocration seems to have known of only one speech xara Qcopryjorou, 

i.e. the extant oration x (Blass, Attische Beredsamkett, i. 611), the title of the 

second speech in 1606 is likely to have been something else. Fr. 9, belonging 

to the smaller group, contains parts of the last 16 lines of what is obviously 

a third speech, with part of the title, which seems to be unknown, and a few 

letters from the beginning of what is much more likely to be a fourth speech 

than the oration zpos ‘Imzo0éponv, and among the numerous minute scraps from 

the main find are certainly three (Frs. 19, 20, and 22), and perhaps two more 

(Frs. 21 and 44), which contain parts of titles. The minimum number of speeches 

represented by the fragments as a whole is four, a figure which could be obtained 

by assigning Fr. g. ii to the speech zpds ‘Immo0€épony, Fr. 19 (kata Ocopryjo|rov ?) 

or Fr. 22 to the speech against Theomnestus, and Fr. 20 to the title of the third 
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‘ speech, and ignoring Frs. 21 and 44. But at least six of the lost orations are 

much more probably represented, and though all of these may have been quite 

short, it is clear that the fragments are widely scattered over different parts of 

the roll. Lysias is credited by Plutarch (Vzta Lys. 836 a) with no fewer than 

425 speeches, of which Dionysius and Caecilius recognized 233 as genuine. The 

names of about 170 are known, and 34 are extant. 

The script is a handsome uncial approximating towards the early biblical 

type, like 1234 (Part X, Plate iv) and 1365 (Part XI, Plate vi), and probably 

belongs to the early part of the third century or even the end of the second. 

Iota adscript was generally written. Paragraphi and two kinds of stops, in the 

high and middle position, are employed ; that Fr. 82, in which a coronis occurs, 

belongs to 1606 is not certain. Fr. 6, in which the upper and lower margins are 
preserved, shows that there were 46-49 lines in a column. The other fragments 

are or may be from the middles of columns except when it is otherwise stated. 

The lines, which tend to begin and end more to the left as the column proceeds, 

range from 15 to 22 letters, generally having 18 or 19, and the >-shaped sign is 
used for filling up short lines. Deletions are indicated by a line drawn (by the 

first hand) above the letters in question ; but the text has not apparently been 

subjected to any independent revision, and several mistakes are noticeable, 

generally omissions; cf. ll. 47, 115, 139, 141, 173, 217, 349-56, 536. 

Of the oration mpos ‘Im7o0épanv the three concluding columns (Il. 126-238), 

though requiring a good deal of restoration, are fairly well preserved, and some 

intelligible passages are provided by four other fragments (1-2 and 4—5) evidently 

belonging to earlier columns of the same speech (ll. 7-19, 28-47, 76-86, 114-24). 

The respective order of these is doubtful, but Fr. 4 may be placed below Fr. 2 

with an interval not exceeding 2 or 3 lines between ll. 48 and 76; cf. ll. 38-44, n. 

Frs. 3 and 26 also probably belong to this oration, and perhaps Frs. 28-30, 87, 

and 1oo-1. It must have been one of Lysias’ more important speeches, being 

concerned, like the oration against Eratosthenes (xii), with the administration of 

the Thirty Tyrants and his own grievances. In xii Lysias prosecuted Erato- 

sthenes, who was one of the Thirty, for the murder of his brother Polemarchus 

(cf. 1606. 8-9, 161); the present action mainly turned on the question of the 

restoration of Lysias’ property on his return from exile. As the title implies, 

the speech was on the side of the defence ; but that the real defendant was not 

the 6epazaiva but Lysias himself, is clear not only from the general tenour of the 

fragments, in which Lysias is very prominent, but from the expression devyer thy 

éixnv applied to him in ll. 183-4, and the closing appeal in 1. 221 amownicacbar 

Avciov. How the @epazawa became involved in the case does not appear, but 

presumably she was acting merely as Lysias’ agent. With the plaintiff Hippo- 

E 
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therses were associated one or more other individuals, the plural being employed 
in reference to the side of the prosecution, which is called otro. in ll. 32 and 229 

and perhaps of avriévxor in 1.133. Nicostratus and Xenojcles| (ll. 17-18) may well 

be two of the persons meant, and possibly Sosia{des| (Il. g2—3, n.). The dispute 

was concerned with the ownership of property (ovcia) worth 70 (?) talents, formerly 

belonging to Lysias, which had been seized by the Thirty and apparently sold 

by them to Hippotherses and his associates (Il. 28-34), and which Lysias was now 

trying to recover. By the terms of the amnesty arranged at the time of the 

restoration of the democracy in B.C. 403, sales made during the administration 

of the Thirty remained valid; but unsold property reverted to its original owners, 

an exception being made in the case of land and houses, i.e. immovable property, 

which were to be returned in any case (Il. 38-48). This reference to the amnesty 

is important, confirming Grote’s views (Ast. of Greece, viii, ch. 66) on the 

nature of the agreement ; but the precise application of it to the dispute between 

Hippotherses and Lysias is obscured by the incompleteness of Frs. 1-5. Lysias 

evidently regarded the terms of the amnesty as in favour of his contentions, but 

Hippotherses too may have appealed to it, and perhaps the interpretation was 

one of the chief points of dispute. In ll. 13-17 Lysias complains that he was 

being prevented by the prosecution from buying back his own property from 

the purchasers; but in ll. 76 sqq. he is found objecting to a claim of Hippo- 

therses for half the price of, apparently, the ovoia described in Il. 28-34, and in 

ll. 114 sqq. he criticizes the legality of the sales effected by the Thirty. This 

evidence is not very easy to combine into a connected argument ; but apparently 

the ovcia bought from the Thirty by Hippotherses contained land and houses, 

and Hippotherses refused to surrender these without compensation, whereupon 

Lysias, through the @eparawa, took some step towards ejecting Hippotherses 

which resulted in the prosecution, possibly in some form of 6ixn e€ovAns. The 

peroration, to which ll. 127-236 belong, does not throw much light on the 

facts of the case, which are referred to only in general terms (ll. 224-36), but 

in itself is of much interest, since it contains an eloquent comparison of Lysias’ 

behaviour towards the State with that of his opponent. The patriotism of Lysias, 

who after losing his brother and much property made large sacrifices in support 

of the democrats, is recorded in a passage which was evidently before Plutarch 
when writing his account of this part of Lysias’ life (ll. 163-71, n.), and is 

contrasted with the pro-Spartan zeal of Hippotherses. The speech must have 
been delivered very soon after the restoration of the democracy, i.e. in 403 or 

402 B.C. 
The second oration, that directed in prosecution of Theomnestus, after a very 

short introduction (ll. 239-46), proceeds to the narration of the facts. The 
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unnamed plaintiff claims to have lent his friend Theomnestus 30 minae in 
order to pay a debt to a certain Theozotides for which judgement had 

been entered against Theomnestus. The transaction took place without 
witnesses, and Theomnestus, having subsequently quarrelled with the plaintiff, 

now denied the loan (Il. 246-61). After a mutilated passage apparently 

explaining the nature of the quarrel, which seems to have been connected with 

the guardianship of some property, and the unsuccessful attempts of the plaintiff 

to get his money returned (ll. 261-95), a dilemma is propounded for the defence. 

Theomnestus must maintain either that he borrowed the money from some one 

else, or that he did not borrow any money at all, in order to pay Theozotides 

(ll. 295-301). Of these alternative lines of defence the first is rebutted in 

ll. 301-40, Fr. 7 probably belonging to the column following Fr. 6. v, while the 

second is dealt with in ll. 340-66 by putting a number of questions designed to 

show that Theomnestus would not have run the risks which he actually incurred, 

if he had had the requisite money at hand. The rest of the speech is lost, and 
there are no indications of the date of its delivery. 

The third speech (Frs. 8, 9. iand probably some of Frs. 10-18), apparently 

against a person whose name ended in -ylius, seems to have been concerned 
with the sale of a ship at Carthage, and a question of partnership; but there is 

nothing to show what was the subject of the fourth speech (Fr. g. ii and probably 

some of Frs. 10-18). With regard to the remaining fragments the more or less 

probable position of Frs. 13, 16, 28, 45, 53, 73, 80, and 128 has been ascertained. 

Fr. 25 apparently comes from a fifth speech about an inheritance («Ajpos), and 

Frs. 31 and 39, which probably belong to the same oration, may be connected with 

a reference in Harpocration to BeSaiécews bfx in two unnamed speeches of Lysias 

(cf. 1. 493, n.), while probably one of Frs. 19-22 belongs to the title of it. Fr. 64 

might come from the speech zpos “AAKiBiadyv or that mpos ’ApyeBiadnv. 

We are indebted to Mr. E. Lobel and Dr. C. Hude for several good 

suggestions in the restoration of this papyrus. 

(a) zpos ‘Inmobepony. 
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Fr. 8. Eigen Coles Eir9s Colette 

[vap\ruples loon ano oo coo an ] vplev ? = 390 [ 

[malAtv zlo\vuy [w| avdpe's [.--.- JuT@y Tos paptu [ 

[OikJacrar ws TyIv] vavy ay (ee £ [ 

[ev Klapyndove amje|dozio f ] paprupes [ 
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[Halprupnoovow [v|uy ofc [ws pely Towvy @ avdpes aac |\ 

[emu|mAcovTels.... 6 [Otkac|rat ovk eyevouny 395 dtk[ 

[avrlor k[o|iv@vos axiouv ka .[ 

sh ae fe) 380 [cate] Toy papTupwy Kat Auf 

jaran[ Ion 55.0.0 bc |. amodope or[ 

405). | i0|s|=. =I) Ieee oscars ly amrodoc bat mn 

].€ Kae [.lo[ [...T]avra Towvy w avy 400 [ 

Jets pev7[ [dpes Sikacrla: oKorovy ea| 

] map ETEpaly ? 385 [Tes -.-\e--. Uf. .|e. Tol 

Jas de Aad focccod on 0 C4) 6 |fo c 7 

410 | dtaddal [...79v] vavy [.Je...[.. 

Ie oll [.. +. Wylpicalo Oe 

[ mpos }. vdsov 

im Wiig Fr. 12. Fr. 13. 

bo o0s io ail Aou .[.. top of col. 

[. - + -]7[-JAAL 425 J-ef]-[- 436 } paprupl 
bcos oul |. ov ov7al Jopa 

415 [lv - wl y perf [vaprupes] 
ovral.|. diKasl ly |pia 

[Jey dn tio af ] adixas a Fr. I4. 

[.Jou[.jav7a ap.[...0v 430 jv oloy ov ailell.o lle 0 olf 

T@ ohodpa pov [kare |oate 440 Ou etn mpoo| eda? 

420 gpovnoev [wlozle... ]... eToApa ake Bovrecba af 
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[. Jo detvo7[ ]rov[. . - 
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445 +++ Al Jepa lore 
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pe Toinoach[ar 

end of col. 
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Fr. 22. 

459 geil 

460  7pos [O ?].[ 

Fr. 19 Fr. 20. Fr. 20. 

456 jrov 457 pos [ 458 | mapavloper ? 

Br. Fr. 24. 

}. [Jror{  »\reor| 
jou ka [ . Wiapad{ 485 

jrovp{ 470 «| mAevol 
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.\Sok@ Kal 495 

480. |v etvat k[ 

.cov ore 7 

avjaykn 7 .[ 

|npev Kadou[wev 

end of col. 500 
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[.-.] @AA ex pey az. - Tat yi 

[.... mjoAeuous av[7 . Tos 7 

[.-]-[L]. ovx av exer [.. 515 ¢erlae 

505 [. .|JakovTos TolovTa de deg[ 

[rpolmax nyncairo| oe pous . 

[kaliws ayavalKrew ev 77] 

€ml TwY TaT|plwv aro at 

IM Dey 

Jal 
Sorex | 

}rny ovpBalr 
] #n Tov KAn[pou 

] xenparoly 
] es tavtn[y 

lv extiow oor[ 

Tolv KAnpov an| 

Jat tTyv madiok[nv 

|] ovy egy BeBale 

Jon{.] 6 ee re pn 
JOja]e <uor dixal 
]r[4 axou[ojas te. [ 

| kae .. [.ly7[ 
BolvAeval 

|nv ze z[ 
Jaze 
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oTepoupevos [....-. 

510 pot doxovary oft Ta vpe 

535 

555 

675 

TEpa mplaper[or..... 

Frs. 29+ 30428? . 

Cy ord teoboreac nae lo Gl 

[eco Siete 8 ocis a lepous «€ 

ollp.o6 ooo Jat avrov ta 

Walleo6-¢ oc Jov atrode 

Gal Joe. |. 
Tila Tos aAdlAos] y{[UlyywoKov 

a|vrov evar] 

Ta povoy (a?) ally alutw dixae 

[w]s map vpov gl[elpor rol.) . v 

[....]¥ mos yap | duvairja 

end of col. 
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etxeTe ov yap d|c\kaltov ? 
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[}- | 

Bir35. Bire3 6: 
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oTpareal | 

kat eTel di 

ouve . [ aul 

TOVAry TIC Ne 

Aev7| 585 €k| 

[Jeol dL 

PAPYRI 

fal 
Te 

IME Billa 

Joval. 
540 voouy|. 

|tpos Toul 

] kat tos go 

jac ayava 

KT m\oAAa npap 

RG & Jou pndev 

jov dpov7e 

apgiloBnre rox [ 

Je-7-[ 

Bir 33) Fr. 34. 

- evos [ 565 |. 

]rov ovros de 7, |ra 

Slayopevos | lap 

StalAeAvKe Thy [| ]Oae 

jv o packer { pa 

Jacos eval Tov | 570— |v 

W mploly [ras evel Ioa 
J.--[ |ra 

ies 7 Er. 38; 

|. Juxal 
\y Kat 595 jw yap [ 
Jras Jrou7{ 

go Je Wal 
Jew Jeet 
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Col. i. 

2 lines lost 

te 

610 jv 

]. ov 

] 
Wc 

Pr. 42. IK /f1G% 

}ral HI 
Jrouf 635 Al 

630 |ual -[ 
jo. Zz 

1Oep « [ x 
Jed ¢ 

640 uf 

Fr. 46. Er. 47. 

654 }ro-[ ].. 
2 lines lost ] 

[uo 05 |lalloll ] Tore 

|ra emtndcua ? v 

ju @s agiov é| 665 

660 |ns dlolynoail Joc 

Er 50s Birey 5 ie 

\e etoe | cae ¢f 
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Jovr{ Jeol 
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3 lines lost 
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Fr. 53. 

Jaz . [ 
Aer tis. 

JaOne[ 
Jupeot 

695 

IB Oil, 
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Fr. 54. 

}.-[ 
Jeattal 

700 | paptvo{e ? 

Haptulpes 

Br 58: 

Get }eoal 
Jaoel 

yal 
]. Kul 

Fr. 62. 

Fr. 55. 

]- al 
] ov packwr [ 

] exewns..[ 

705 jyov adda yf 

715 

end of col. 

Fr. 59. 

JWao{ 
jon mol 

Jvoper| 
}--[ 

Fr. 63. 

|r. + Taal 727 Jav ot 
Tpe\npapx| ].7u 

725 MWAovotwralt y ap 

Jo.[ end of col. 

Fr. 65. Fr. 66. 

ore Jat 
}KAl }. a 

740 ]. 7[ 745 JL 
Jepou| veri 
Jagul Jn 

Fr. 69. Fr, 70. 

y.[ 761 ...[ 
urov [ xpor| 

]kov| Ty | 

760 Jan| 7L-Jel 

730 Juroy ¢f 

jae Tov. [ 

Jacoux[ 
Je-[ 

Fr. 67. 

top of col. 
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Fr. 56. 
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Fr. 60. 
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]. reey[ 

|kavel 

Jaf 

Fr. 64. 

juTat 7. [ 

edngae 7 

le avatoxur{ros 

Soo ?\adns k[ 

Fr. 68. 
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end of col. 
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Fr. 74. Bir7i5e 

ello of, 781 S@ ?joradnl 

[rol J. Bednf 
[Joy yey 

780 [.Jex{ 10 
Fr. 78. Fr. 79 

cba Ka €.[ Jex{. 

[.. .]uevor. [ yt 

HOE, \leo dio? Goll Ow 

lo oollooo | 800 rat 

Fr. 82. Fr. 83 

>— 

810 [ ; Ie 
aa 815 jre 

oral ] ‘ Ed 

Fr. 86 Fr. 87. 

ited top of col. 
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VL}. { Jat o ay 
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Jov7| 84t wv Tol 

|pavor{ Tlav 7 
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Fr. 94. Fr. 95: 
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Th\v mpage [| al 

end of col. “ai 
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Brero7e Fr. 98. Fr. 99. 

top of col. top of col. 862 af 

858 | moze eel 860 jro.[ “a 

@ avdples dikalatat Jopal AL 

IDe Wed Bip, WO. Fr. 103 

868 ju 870 |ns opyns aval }rro[ 
blank space Jas dicage | }eal 

vol Jor rol 875, 6 

Fr. 105. Fr. 106. Fr. 107 

lasl 882 [Aovf ee Ie 
880 |edof [.|re auf oxv » [ 

J. «[ [J--[ lef 

Fr. 109. Fr. 110 Tig Tet 

sor Jal eal 897 Imol 
J. af 895 Sp - [ eval 
jag] javz[ }-[ 

Jorg, egy Fr. 114 [hig LOE, 

]- [lel 906 jar| go8 |x| 

\ror[ Jror of \apl 
905 |0..[ end of col. end of col. 

Er 117: Fr. 118. Fr. 119. 

912 jou 7 \Speve 916 Jre aknf 

val ors \n 7 Je amarn| 

Eireyaite Bre22 Fr. 123. 

920 |ev{ 922 eal jrov_ x 

]. off we yuly 925 or al 

Fr. 100. 

865 |aoAl 
Juel 
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Ears 

top of col. 
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Fr. 120. 
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Bre 124. 

926 jav 
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Pr. 145. 
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Bra 140: 
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Fr. 153. 
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Fr. 126. 

930 |\o 930 \ozplar 

jeoel 

Fr. 130. 
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Fr. 142. 
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top of col. 
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Fr. 154. 

984 Ja7[ 
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932 letal 

\6co7[ 

940 joK . [ 
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Fr. 139. 
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Fr. 143: 
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Fr. 147. 
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Jol 
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Fr. 128. 

\kav| 
935 @\véples 

aaa [elécpufye, rely ne |b ov avr[olo [Hod euapxov | agence kal Tip 
- , ‘ . > - D cy oe | Sy » WA 
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66 ALS I ONGIREINEN (GENUS ee AV PIER 

ie 2Jer ovSe tyy repr |dzro8 Jovs Trois ewnpevors [ra €avrod divarar « opiceo |dac. Nixéorparos yal p 
Sexlagerar pera Zevox{Acovs rol) wor wavtos . . . 

‘Lysias ... escaped by flight, but they killed his brother Polemarchus and took away 
his property. While he was away at the Piraeus, he claimed to get it back on his return; 
but now when he has come back, he is unable to recover what is his own, even by paying 
the price to the purchasers. For Nicostratus is prosecuting him with Xenocles, who offered 
forssale erry 

IPAA Ss pao uddng[ A . +... ovo fia dé €B8| opnKo|vra taddvtay [aréBo? 2|uro, ty obrox ovr” ap [avic jac 
air arodécbut Ton ov] jepav edvvalyro.  €\re [a] 7 toi |vuv pe [v iJuau dL ]yov Avoias [@x|ero Kal 

mer[a TOU is er |epou mr dous katn\Gev, KeNevovt@v TOY ovvOnkav Tru prev mempapeva TOUS caynpevous 

zxew, Ta O€ a m|para Tous Kate Oovras [kJopigerOa, ovros ovTe ny [ov|r oikiay KekTnLEVoS, [a] kal ai 

-owOjKae Tois Kalte|AOotow amedidecar, [éa|v dé (ui?) drodaloh.. . 

*... and sold the property for 70 talents, which property they were unable either to 
realize or to sell within a long period. So when Lysias departed with you into exile 
and returned with your democracy, the treaty enjoining that buyers should keep their 
purchases, but the returned exiles should recover what was unsold, he, not having obtained 
either land or house, which even the treaty restored to the returned exiles, or if it 
did (not?) restore . . .’ 

Fr. 4. pera ralira] roilvuly, & avdpes Sixacrat, 7d Helou rhs tyuns n&i\ov wlapa Avatov daBeiv, 
Ae yor] ras éavrov avppolplds, domep rovrov Onaar|plov \elri tov tpidxovra elipnxéros add’ ovk 

GrroNw|e|kdtos Ta Ova. daya| va|krodvros 8 avrov Kai [yade m@s cbepovtos mpos.. . 

‘Afterwards then, gentlemen of the jury, he claimed to receive half the price from 
Lysias, recounting his own misfortunes, as if Lysias had discovered a treasure in the time of 
the Thirty and not lost his property. Lysias being indignant and unwilling to submit 

’ 

er), 5: Sew] ylap av ein & avdpes Six]aorai, je x larnAOe(re) le |v os did ex ovpevor, tav d€ 6vTwy 

[alroorepeiabe ws ddixour|re|s. kairo[e] dixaios dv [dpyigor|rde ois ewvnpe|vor|s Ta Uperepa ev Tais 
rou av |racs ovppopais. mpa|ro|v pev yap ol Tpiakor| Ta oudev a\p €m@\ouy el ot [@vyodplevor pa) 

yoav. 
‘It would be monstrous, gentlemen of the jury, that you should come back from exile 

as the injured parties, and yet be deprived of your property as if you were the wrongdoers. 
You might, however, justly be angry with the purchasers of your property in times of such 
misfortunes ; for in the first place the Thirty would not have been offering anything for sale 
unless there had been intending buyers.’ 

Fr. 6. i-iii. tyiv [b€ epi ?| rovray émirpéro|pev alkovoarras ra Avoila Kai ‘I|\nmobépon mempa- 
[ynev|a drorepav BovdeaGe [kpiow?|( —?) mpaypatos Wy pil carbar| rept tovrwy drd|(re)pos Bed |riwv dv 
rept Hv |jpereplay modw rvyxa|ver. S€éo|uae 6 bpov akodjoat, iva x|ai odros ipiv do Eas xp|noros evar 
mpobr| wyrae €|rl Tov Nord, Kai 6 [Inmo€plaons dxovaas ra |mpoonx|ort’ aditae Bedtil@y Td ot|rdv 7). 
ér[t] wev [odv? ... .a otis 6 oo tir 5 obs 6 6 ». .jen|. malvre[has 2? dAdolp. &o|s| plély yap 0 pets 
nudalpovetre mov[atwratos lv Tav pero Kor, reid) be oupipo| pa eyevero| emepevev, ovde yap 

ehayiorov pe[pos Tov tpe|repwr dvore| xiv 560 -Jvoer, avopos | br Tov Tpud|kovra kal [dedpow Kai] 

Xpnpearay |roA@v drreo |repnplé|vols* eet Sé Dev|ywr @yero, [emexotpou s| tptaxoai| ous érenwev 2 eis viv 
al Bodov Kal 7 Japeaxero [xpnuara TE SJpaxnas [Suoyedcas Kal aomtSas Siaxooias eee Opacvdatov TOV 

"Hei Jov é[évoly ovra éx[rQ] émei| rev avtov Ovo ta\avra map ao xeiv 7 |\n, kal avri z[0}irev 

ou USeutav x\dp|w oude O@peay map bu{oyv kexGutorat. Kal pevyarv id TOLOUTOS HY, Kate Oay be€ ovdeva 

7 o| 7 Me *"AOnvaiwy edi] oe |v, ourTe Tept TOV avuTou aly Ja apipynokey evepy| eo |ov ouTE TEpt TOV 

A Xolrpiov dvedigev capt |udrov. viv 8 dvayxn wept airod eye, bwO Towovrou yap evyer Ty 
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dik[n |v" Os emt wey rev tetpa|ko|riav evywr @yxero, ek Aekedeias Sé 6ppapevos le TOV TONEioY en{t 
m)|v marpida €orpalrevoer, ot d]e ris TOEa| § ex poi katiya}yov av| ov Kai] moni |rnv buerepov eroinaay. 

jor, oipat, mace Spdov eiva\c| or( | pletoly vovi ppovet TOY T\eLxov oxo |Bonnpevo ff tav| tére 

earns os’ 6p o|ias edmidas Exet en{i talis tperepais evTUx ias| kal cupopais, eira 7| €Aeos ? 2] 

dy moXirns, otibe| waz lore ait@ perapedr| oa v o| dée dia THY al Bledri}ov yeyernuer[os, 

ae Tous mond |ovs pelo a tpas elpydle ic wlo on Alvatay b€ yapwv| mapa tov [Snpou rohan |- 
Barf ew] (cd)epyl etary] my peyior| ny Tetrotn |kora. Séopale ot |v tpar, & avbpes Sixacrat, dnoyn picac Bat 
Avotov HepynEvous kal T\0 Urov k\ai] TOV G\X\ov TQU cil p|mnevaor. el be lil. cats €ora TOUTOU dv@pdrov 

Suoruxearepos, ei Ta [nev] avrot Bia AnYorrat, za] & vpets Swoere ; 7) tis 7o|v }rov cidaipovér repos], ei 
1) ea TOY [ror]e mpaxGevrav ovy| yvo|unv avtots €&ere, [adda] kal vuvl Trept oy [av ils 0 Upas eigiwow 

doa] a div KeAevaow Wnpretobe ; 

mpos ‘Inmobepony tmep Oeparaivns. 

‘.. . we leave it to you, after hearing the actions of Lysias and Hippotherses, to 
give whichever verdict on the matter you choose with regard to the question which of the 
two is the better citizen. And I beg you to listen, in order that both Lysias, having been 
judged by you to have done his duty, may be still more zealous in the future, and 
Hippotherses hearing the truth about himself may behave better.... For while you were 
prosperous Lysias was the richest of the metoeci ; but when disaster came he stayed on; for he 
did not in the least fail to share in your misfortunes, being illegally deprived by the Thirty of 
both his brother and much money. When he left Athens in flight, he sent 300 mercenaries to 
help in the restoration and provided both 2,000 drachmae in money and 200 shields . . . (and 
going to) Thrasydaeus the Elean, who was his guest-friend, he persuaded him to provide 
two talents in taxes, though in return for this he has never obtained any recompense or 
favour from you. Such was his behaviour in exile, while since his return he has never 
given offence to a single Athenian either by recalling the benefits conferred by himself or by 
making reproaches for the sins of others. But now it is necessary to speak about him, since 
his accuser is a man of this character: in the time of the Four Hundred he took to flight, 
and making Decelea his head-quarters fought with the enemy against his country ; and it 
was the foes of the city who restored him and made him your fellow-citizen. Hence it is, 
I think, plain to all that he is now less pleased with the walls which were built than with the 
walls which were then destroyed, and bases quite dissimilar hopes upon your good fortunes 
and your disasters, and then being a full citizen, and never having repented or improved 
through age, he slanders the democracy after what he has done against you . . . (it is just) that 
Lysias should receive the thanks of the people for having conferred the greatest benefit upon 
them. I entreat you therefore, gentlemen of the jury, to acquit Lysias, remembering both 
this and the other arguments which I have used. Otherwise who in the world will be more 
unfortunate than Lysias, if his opponents are to take part of his property by force and part 
of it is to be given to them by you, or who will be happier than they, if you intend not only 
to pardon them for their past misdeeds but also now, whatever proposals they may make to 
you, to vote for all their demands ? Against Hippotherses on behalf of a maidservant.’ 

Fr. 6. iv—v, ie [Pat |verae [dia Tojo] . . [ sogece Jroy Oedpurqoros let 2] tas [ox |edov mav 
»|vae. oUT@ yap ue | Onxe 2|y @OTE p21) Bayo ér | rpdrrous elvat Kel. a|ANG Kali THY ovotay 

sosoced dy|ru © éraipp [Gco]u»[Ho]ro Tptakor|T\a pas edwxa, Sikny deov exrioa|e OleoCoridy mpiv 
ddvar Tov HAtov, et dé pn, imepnuepov eva. Sods 8¢ domep elea[s] dvielv Bapripay, drroar|e |; sot |p]evos 

avaykaopa Sixageo@ar. Oedpynoros be mpo TOU pes ny pot piros kai ératpos, vuri de wevoGeis Ud Tov 
euav exOpav taita Te mpamnet kal ado otiovy dy els ene [e|roApnoev. mp dle ravry |v TLmely Th 

d[capop |av yeveo€|a};, ouTE 7) eis ovTe amytnra [rd dpy|tproy, ovde... (l. ROE") oo mY avayknv 

iSichoncia Tews Ovd avros ay}... - |ret. divaiyK oo _ai[ra], ei py map’ €pov 76 apyv|pcov éxer, Svow 
Oar epor, | i i) map’ ér€épou ha|o |x ice ei\Anpevae 7) abt|ov 1O may ?] exrerixevar TO [OcoColridy. et plélv 

F 2 
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rol ivur| malp'| érépov prec [etAnevar| ran|... (1. 315) map’ €pol 0| Glaaoc |r roo ouverdd|ro[s 

.| 7H dropiay Say iv] | Bendy, [apa] b€ ray pnvvadytaly| Tots ex 6] fo lis aéodv Saveit|e|rOat. 
ral i]roe 7s] cikos Ta pev ena ére|pots guverdid|oo Ba, av|r@ 5 map’ érépwv a: i) eiGeoga| ; os & 
od . [..|ros Hé[iwlale|» adr@ pl. .| dvtos map’ érépou Sarlei|ferOar peya unk |v rexunptov epo. 6, re] yap 
[e]xo ae qyet av| Spalae [eis Atjvicia Milo 6 300 - x¢|\ {ijas Bpax|pis . . « peo Oov Bede ge. « (1. 338) 
mpos pev ovv 7[o map E|rép[o if parce Einipenle Tavta Neyo" Gvi|jemrenaes ] + OVTOS dpyup LOVeceae 

iluas tov Ocd|uynotov evr|edOev xpy [eEerale? mals eikds eorw yl........ sa dpyupion re{plulei) 
elav|riv cis tov eoxaltov| kivd|u|vov ed@dvra kali tol ravryy [6] vane émt{SJci€a ToL exOpois 5 3 kal (is) 
otr|o| opddpa enle|rpere ty [rloxn, [xla! zc] e&atpyns |€|raber, Sore epi TO copa dpa Kal Tov 

Biov dvay|Kar6| vat maeiy ets todr{o mp||nxolvra ei edu [d| Aros | Urrepnpepouv dvtlos ; | ui [ris ovres 
avinros darlt|s [ab|rov mapackevdter| ae br Tois €x|Alpois yevér Oa ; [i tli: otras appwy dors... 

. As he was my associate, I gave Theomnestus 30 minae, when he was obliged to 
pay a penalty to Theozotides before sunset or else become liable for default. Having given 
him the money naturally without witnesses and being defrauded of it, 1 am compelled to go 
to law. Theomnestus previously was my friend and associate, but now at the persuasion 
of my enemies this is how he acts, and he would have dared to do anything else against me. 
Before this quarrel between us arose, I neither troubled him nor demanded back the 
money . . . (I. 295) He must, if he has not had the money from me, make one of two 
pleas, either that he has received it from some one else, or that he himself paid Theozotides 
in full. If on the one hand he is going to assert that he received it from some one else,... 
(Il. 315)... he hesitated to ask from me who was aware of his straits (?), but thought fit to 
borrow from persons who were going to inform his enemies. Is it, however, probable that 
my money should be lent out (?) to others, and that he should borrow from others than 
myself? To show that he did not think fit... to borrow from some one else, I will pro- 
duce an important piece of evidence. When he was providing a men’s chorus at the 
Dionysiac festival, . .. (]. 338) With regard then to the assertion that he received the money 
from some one else, that is my answer. But if (he paid from) the money which he had 
by him, you must put these questions to Theomnestus. Is it likely that he would bave 
overlooked the extreme danger which he incurred and put so much power into his enemies’ 
hands? Who ever had such excessive trust in fortune, even if suddenly he became possessed, 
that he was obliged to endanger his body and life as well, having come to this pass if the 
sun set leaving him a defaulter? Who is so senseless as to place himself at the mercy 
of his enemies, or who is so foolish as to...’ 

3. ovxjopar[r: cf. xii. 5 émerdi 8 of rpedkovra movnpot pev Kal ovxopdvrar bvres eis THY apxny 
xaréotn av, to which ll. 2-4 were probably similar. 

5. ovros means Lysias, as apparently throughout the fragments of this speech; cf. 
WG Zieh, eine, Tei, ap) His opponents are spoken of as otro in ll. 32 and 229, while rovray 
in ]. 140 refers to both Lysias and Hippotherses. The letter following ovros can be 
Y, 4 OF wm. 

8. [Hodewapyoy is rather long for the lacuna, but seems necessary; cf. the next n. and 
xil. 17 sqq. 

g-10. ty [ovoraly apedorro: cf. Il. 29, 162, and Plut. Vii. Lys. 835 trav rputkovra 
mapadaBdyray tiv modw e&erecev . . . acpatpebcis tiv ovoiay Kai tov addeApov TMod€uapxov.  [orxcaly 
could be read both here and in 1. 29 (cf.1. 44), but is unsuitable; for Lysias with his brother 
owned three houses (xii. 18), and the price mentioned in ]. 30, which must be not less than 
30 and seems to be 70 talents, is too high for a single house; cf. xix. 29, where a house 
costs 50 minae, and xix. 42, where a house and land cost 5 talents. A list of Lysias’ losses, 
given in xii. 19, includes 700 shields, 120 slaves, money, clothes, and furniture. 
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IT. ev Mepaee; according to xii. 17 Lysias went to Megara from Athens, and Plut. 
op. cit. 835f states dijyev ev Meyapos. The Piraeus is mentioned here as being the head- 
quarters of the exiles after its capture by Thrasybulus. One of the houses of Lysias and 
his brother was there; cf, Plato, Rep. 327. 

11-12. n&cJov: cf. 1. 78. 
12-13. anlope|pleoOar: or ar [axopt|ClerOur; cf. »| open ar in |. 16. ay. or aul could also 

be read, and the verb may be intransitive; but possibly ra eavtov, which in 1. 16 has a line 
above it, was added in the margin of ll. 12-13. 

16-17. kjoucceo|Oac: cf. 1. 43 and 12-13, n. The omission of ra eavrov here is no 
improvement, unless the words had been inserted in the margin of Il. 12-13. 

17-18. Neither Nicostratus nor Xenoc[les] is known from other sources. 
20. aom|6: Lysias had a shield-manufacturing business; cf. xii. rg and Plut. of. ces, 

835f, quoted in ll. 163-71, n. 
29. ove|iav: cf. ll. g—-10, n. ovoray . . . olvd\Ang [ecrav a€|av | de is possible. 

30. €Belounxo|yra: the first letter might be « or , and the traces of the second and 
third are very doubtful, but unless there was another word before the number, «d{ounKolvra 
is preferable to e.g. e& [kat tpraxo|yra. 

31. [amedolvro is far from certain, especially since « or # can be read in place of », so 
that the subject might be singular. If {amedo|vro is right, the subject seems to be the Thirty 
Tyrants as contrasted with ovre in ]. 32, which refers to Hippotherses and his associates. 

32. a¢lanala: i, e. eLapyupica: cf. the contrast between davis and avepa ovcia in the 
fragment of this speech quoted on p. 48. 

35-0. CE I. 163° 
38-44. For otros meaning Lysias cf. 1.5, n. The context does not suit the reference 

of otros to Hippotherses, though there may be only a short gap between ll. 48 and 76; cf. 
int. p. 49. 

47. This line seems to be corrupt, though a{.] (but not o{yr| or any other letter than 
a\) can be read in place of ¢je]. A dittography of av de is the simplest hypothesis, buc there 
may well be an omission of py before arode|o|, and possibly ||» de av (un) arode|o|: should 
be read, 

48. The letter before pa can be s, but fav|epa is possible; cf. int. p. 48. 
83. [elupnxoros suits the space better than [n|upyxoros: in |. 153 the spelling of nvdalipoveire 

is uncertain. 
86. [xade|ras epovros: ef. xix. 50. 

8g. |vAou: oly rov is less suitable, and Iepwv|upov (cf. Lys. Fr. 123 quoted on p. 48) is 
inadmissible. 

92-3. Swouw|dyv2: Swora (genitive) or Sworalvaxra is possible; but cf. Fr. 64, where 
avatryvr| ros Soo |vadys can be restored in ll. 730-7. TapadaBav [tov avatar yuv |roy Swotal dy» 

could even be read here. Fr. 75, where S@|ova8y| is not unlikely in 1. 781, may also refer 
to this person. 

93-4. dalveorny should perhaps be restored in 1. 93, but y eis THY n||uepav Tv | Uy KEE |- 

[ynv is possible. 
102. This line is in the same position in the column as 1. g2. 
113-18. Cf. xxxiv, 11 bewdy yap ay ein, & (avdpes) AOnvaior, ef Gre pev epevyopey eyaydueba 

Aaxedatpovios iva xatéhOwpev, KateAOovres Sé GevEdpeOa iva pr) paxywopeba, 
11g. [opy:fo.loGe: cf. xii. 30, 80, 90. With rots ewvnpe|vorls ra vperepa cf. Il. 510-11, 
124-5. Perhaps «|| metra. 

127-8. ras ov|vOr\xas te Kar tolus vouovs could be read, but is contrary to Lysias’ use 
of re. ras (or rv) ov|vOn|xas (Or -k@v) kara Tolus vouous is more likely. 

129. axn|koare: i.e. in Il. 38 sqq. probably. 
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129-35. Either y| in 1. 129 or..jas in I. 130 is likely to belong to mwas, which is 
expected about this point, being perhaps contrasted with rlou[s| avridi{xous in ll. 133-4. If 
there was a pause after avriéi{xous, the next sentence may have begun ples [rowvy] yaw. In 
view of the stop, however, at the end of ]. 132, rlov[s| avrié:{xovs may be connected with what 
follows, and mean both parties to the suit, not Lysias’ adversaries. vw in |. 134 clearly 
goes with emurperrc| Lev : cf. Plato, Apol. 35 d tpi emtpero...xpiva. There is room for [de Trept| 

before rovrev in ]. 135, but mepe rovrwy occurs shortly after in |. 140. 
139. [kpiow]|: cf. XXV. IO ors yap dv Sixatorarny (rv) Kpiow epi aitay mowwoicbe. For 

[yvopyy| there is not room. -epc rov would be expected before mpayyaros, but since zepe 
tourwy occurs in the next line, the sentence would be improved by the omission of mpayparos. 

141. There seems to have been an omission of re at the beginning of this line, as in 
It reg 

144-5. Cf. xxv. 17 doris yap tore ovdev eEnuaptov . . ., 7 mov viv odddpa mpobvpncopa 
xpnoros eiva. do{Eas or do[kav seems to be inevitable, for the letter before o is more like 8 
than \, which is the only alternative. 

148. [mpoonk ort : or [oupep jovr. 

149. It is not certain that the space (the width of a letter) between m and or(c| was 
blank, the surface of the papyrus being damaged. Whether pev had a de answering to it is 
not clear, and perhaps pev|[roc should be read. 

150. v|u: or 7 per. 

155-6. Cf. xii. 43 émed) b€ ) vavpayia kal 7 cuppopa TH Toe eyévero, 

157-9. Cf. xii. 20 ovd€ kara 1d eAdyioTov pépos THS ovoias eheov .. . eTUyXAaVOpEY, Xii. 22 
pethy yap ay Kai e€wol rovtov TayaBod ok edaxioTov peépos, and especially xvill. 2 TOv pev Kak@v ovd« 
ehdxtatov adros peréoxe pépos. The v of |ucey in |. 159 is fairly certain. A verb meaning 
‘avoided’ is expected, but e|vyev cannot be read. 

160-2. Cf. ll. 8-10, nn. 
163-71. Cf. Plut. of. ctf. 835 f emBepevwy b€ tov ard budijs tH Kabddq, eret Xpnooraros 

adzavray @pOn, xpnuata te mapacxav Spaxpas dioxrias Kai aomidas Staxocias meupbeis te ody 
“Eppave ertxovpous euicbaoato tpiakoctous, dvo 7 erevae Tadavra Sodvar Opacvdaioy tov "H)eiov, E€vov 
airg (better att) yeyovdra, which is clearly based upon the present passage, not, as 
Blass (op. ct#. p. 339) supposed, upon the speech wept rav idiov evepyeorar (cf. ll. 177-9 n.). 
A shorter verb than «4uc4acaro seems to have occurred in ]. 165, though cf. xii. 59 emxovpous 
pucbovcba. With the spelling z[e/Ajc in ll. 170-1 cf. avayxne as the nominative in ll. 181-2. 

173- map vuw: the traces of « are very slight, but there is not room for vper, which is 
what Lysias probably wrote (cf. ll. 216-19, n.), though later writers, e.g. Dio Cass. Exc. 
p- 66. 34, often use the dative with mapa in place of the genitive. 

177-9. The speech zpos ‘Imroéepony was probably delivered before that wepi ray idier 
evepyecrav, Of which the contents and date are unknown. 

178. aly |apunpickwv: for pynpioKeLy, which appears asa form of pUyLNo KEL in the Roman 

period, but is not likely to have been used by Lysias himself, cf. Porphyr. Vet. Plotind 13 ev 
6€ riot AEkeow Gpapraver, ov yap dv eimey dvapipynoKerat GAA avapynpiokera, and P. Hamburg 

37- 4 (2nd cent.) prnpicxer@ar, quoted by W. Schmid in Berl. Phil. Woch. 1914. 1568. 
184. emt pev Tov Terpalxo giv: i.e. at the fall of the Four Hundred, when several of the 

leaders escaped to Decelea ; cf. Thuc. viii. 98. 
191-4. That two originally separate fragments, one attributed to the middles of 

ll. 192~3, the other (Fr. 80) to the ends of Il. 191-4, are correctly placed admits of little 
doubt. 

194—7. The general sense is that Hippotherses took more pride in the destruction than 
in the building of the walls; cf. xii. 63 xatroe oddp’ dv adrov otnar pera OepioroK\€ous ToAuTEvd~ 

pevoy mpooroeicbar parte Orws oikodSopnOnoera Ta Teiyn, OmdTe Kal peta Onpapevous Oras 
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xaOatpeOnoerar, and xiv. 39 7) Te@y Tetyov Kabnpnuévwv ayavakret. The first letter of pletoly is, 
however, very uncertain, y, 7, 4 «, ¥, 7, or r being equally possible. or[c o|u{otoly could be 
read instead of or[e] p{eco|y, with xa instead of » in |. 196 (which as it stands is rather short) ; 
but this does not combine well with ovd op[olas eAméas in ]. 198. tov retywv xrA. Seems to 
be a genitive absolute. 

201. wv: The first letter can be », 1, or w, but hardly v. 
203. perapedr|caly: cf. the use of the present participle absolutely in Isocr. 382 c and 

Plato, Phaedo 1144. 
207. epyalclalro: etpyalo|z|a is inadmissible. ‘The next word may have been kaka, 
212-13. Perhaps mev|TnKovTa Taday Tov. 

216-19. Though the remains are scanty, the general sense is fairly clear; but in]. 217 
Bar| would be expected to end the line, and there is certainly not room for both ew and ev 
after it. Avo |av cannot be read. For xapw] mapa Tov [ Snou arrohap \Sar| ew cf. ]. 172 and 

XX. 30 yap Tap. Unay avohapBaver. 

230. The cancelling of wep: is supported by x. 2 ovyyvepny dv eixov aire tay elpnuevar : 
but cf. ix. 22 tnép trav mepupavar adixnudrov cvyyvapny moviobe, and xix. 56 zept dé tov murpos 

. TUyyV@pny EXETE. 

239-46. [8\a ro[v| No|you rou|rov is unsatisfactory, for the slight traces after ro[v] do not 
suit Ao, and if the letter preceding |rov were v, the tail of it would rather be expected to be 
visible. [6|a ro[v| rov|[rou Ao|you is also unsuitable, and since this speech is for the prosecution 
it is not likely to have begun with a reference to a speech by the defendant. [é:Ju ro[v| 
ay|@ vos rov|rov is possible, but we have not been able to restore the whole passage satis- 
factorily. [ecpyxe|vae could be read in 1. 242, but like Xolyou is not appropriate, and dce[Anxe|v 
in ll. 242-3 is rather short. With ex|trporovs and ovoray in ll. 244-5 cf. ll. 267-8. The 
vestige of a letter at the end of |. 244 suggests ¢, «, or v. _xe|[Aever alAXa is too long. 

249. Oleodoridyx: cf. 1. 300. He is not likely to be the same person as the @ecogoridns 
against whom lix was directed, for the fragments of that speech in P. Hibeh 14 are 
concerned with a ypady rapavépor on account of Th.’s proposals to alter the pay of soldiers 
and arrangements for benefiting orphans. Nor is he to be identified with the Geco¢oriéns 
xopnyos tpaywdav mentioned by Dem. xxi. 59. With regard to the spelling, @coforidys is the 
only form recognized in the Prosopogr. Att.; but @eocdoridys Or Ceodoridns is commonly 
found in Byzantine MSS. 

ADTs ceclBe Ge eme|t. 

267-8. Cf. ll. 244-5. 
269. The letter preceding ro may be « or wo. 
270. |a can be read in place of |v. 
271. Perhaps ro|re, unless o|re was written twice by mistake. ye is the only alternative 

272. avev plapruper : Chul 252. 

275. Toto? |vevos: y, «, or @ can be read instead of v. 
276. Cf. xil. 35 9 ov odds aitovs jynoovra repiepyous Urep bar Tnpovpevovs. 

293-4. Probably amrairy|rews or arrobo|ceas. 
294-5. ar[ridelyee Cannot be read without altering the text, though it is the word 

expected. 
297. 8voww Garlepov: cf. vi. 8, xii. 34. 
302-3. Possibly [echype|vac ou|k an|. 

312. The letter before roxov might be o, but is apparently not ». 
317-18. olkr[ew] denOnvac: cf. 1. 335, where these words seem to recur. But the o is 

lower in the line than would be expected and there might be one or two letters lost after it. 
The letter following «, if not », is p. 
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320. The éy@poi are those of Theomnestus (cf. 1. 349), not those of the plaintiff (1. 258). 
322. The » of pev is corrected from p. 
325—6. Possibly ovx {av|ros: ovy [ov|ros is not a satisfactory reading. The last three 

letters of avrac are very doubtful, but the following p» is nearly certain, so that z{aplovros 
and ¢[£|ovros are excluded. 

330-2. Cf. xxi. 2 ere & dvipdor yopnyay eis Atoviowa . . . eviknoa Kai avnoaa odv TH Tod 
rplrodos dvabéoer mevraxirxihias Spaxuas. adJ\Aas Spay|pas could be read. 

333 a-41. That Frs. 45 and 73 join together and are to be placed near the beginnings 
of these lines was ascertained after they had been printed in the miscellaneous section. 

335. Cf. ll. 317-18, n. de e{ could be read. If den[@nva is right, the next word may be 
tol|re. 

337. Cf. ll. 246 and 256-7. 
338-40. Cf. ll. 298-300. 
344-5. The word or words before apyuptov may well have ended ovjro]s, corresponding 

to ll. 340-1. u{rapxor|ro|s is inadmissible. 
348. em dle&ar: or em|.|\néa, which suggests no suitable word, though em|8|)Ea may 

have been written for em[d|eéa, as perhaps in |. 738. [8juvaye is also difficult, but the v of 
[d]uv is almost certain. 

349. That ms has been omitted before ovz{o| is clear from Il. 356-7. For ovrl@] opodpa 
cf. Il, 418-19. 

350. Cf. il. 79 ov emerpeyrartes mepl a’ray TH TUXN. 
351-6. As the text stands, there is no construction for the infinitive avay|xac6]nvar in 

]. 353 and no verb for wore in |. 355. The simplest course is to transpose wore to |. 352 
after [e]a@ev, but the corruption may go deeper; e.g. wore et edu [o| nAtlos] umepnpepou ovr) os 
may be transferred to |. 352, or ware may be inserted there and a verb added for the second 
wore. For es Tout|o mp |o|nKo|vra cf. Dem. xxviil. 5. 

362-3. Perhaps v||por or (0)u|[Tas. 
367. Fr. 13 is perhaps to be placed immediately above Fr. 8, so that the stroke visible 

under the « of Joua in |. 437 represents the stroke lost above [es in ]. 367. 
370-2. These lines apparently began more to the left than ll. 368-9. 
377-80. Cf. xxxi. 14 as ody @ket Te €v QpoT@ . . . dkovaare Tov paptvpwy. paptupes. Here 

the mention of paprupes comes first. 
387. mr] vavv: cf. 1. 369. 
389. mpos ]. vAcoy: or possibly ]. vAny or ].. ator or }... vor. mpos “Appodiov, 7. Apxivoy, and 

m. Xurpiov are titles of lost speeches of Lysias; but Ap|:oécov cannot be read, and the speech 
m. Apywov was concerned with Lysias’ citizenship, which is clearly foreign to the subject of 
Frs. 8-9. Of the speech 7. Xurpivoy only one fragment is extant, which is concerned with 
an assault, and the vestiges do not suit Xu|rpwoy. Fr. 20 possibly belongs to this line; but 
cf. int. pp. 48-9. 

397. Possibly Avjocas in some form; but cf. int. p. 48. 
410. There was perhaps a blank space after adna, indicating the end of a line. 
416. It is not certain whether a letter has been obliterated after ovra, or there was 

a blank space before the vestige of the next letter, which might be a, i.e. adi«a ¢ or a dixai). 
@ dtxao[rac could be read, but Lysias regularly uses & avdpes dtxacrai. 

418-20. Cf. Il. 349 sqq. It is, however, unlikely that Fr. 11 belongs to the speech 
against Theomnestus. 

436-8. Cf. 1. 367, n. 
440-1. efalloxe: Fr. 16, in which 1, 449 ends ]epa, may well belong to the ends of 

1. 440 and the two preceding lines. 
447-9. Cf. the previous n. 
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456. Possibly, but not very probably, cara Gcouyna|rov: cf. int. p. 48. The two 
extant orations x. @eouy, are distinguished as a’ and @. There is a blank space above and 
below Jrov. 

457. Cf. 1. 389, n, There is a blank space above zpos |, but the lower margin is 
broken away. 

458. The blank spaces above and below this line indicate a title. ‘Ymép @aviov mapa- 
vopov was the title of a speech of Lysias according to Athenaeus xii. 551 d, who quotes 
a long extract from an invective against Cinesias, a writer of dithyrambs and comedies, this 
being one of the two speeches mpés Kwyoiav mentioned by Harpocration. The speech xara 
Geogoridov was also concerned with rapayéyor (cf. 1. 249, n.), and Blass (of. czé. p. 350) 
assigns five other speeches to the same category. But none of the other miscellaneous 
fragments of 1606 suggests any of these speeches as its source. 

459-60. Possibly a letter is lost before azg:[. There is a space below l. 460, but none 
between Il. 459-60, such as is found elsewhere between the last line of a speech and the 
title ; possibly therefore poo[.] .[ is a heading like pdprvpes, and not a title. The vestige 
of a letter would suit y, 7, 1, «, 4, v, 7, 7, or v, and the lacuna between it and mpos, 1f not 
blank, is likely to have contained o, since any other letter ought to have left visible traces. 
No speech of Lysias mpés Of. . . is known, and there is no reason to connect this fragment 
with the title of civ wept ris Ovopaxdéous Ovyarpés. 

408-83. It is not at all certain that Fr. 24 comes from a point near the beginnings of 
lines; cf. 1. 483, n. 

472-4. Cf. xii. 77 woddas rioters abtois Epyo dedoxes, and |. 716, where mo[rs perhaps 
recurs. 

481. Apparently not 8n[Aovor. 
483. |npev xadov| : or |np evxadov[uev: in which case }yp is probably not the beginning of 

a line. 
490. ger| : Swol|tadye (cf. Il. 92-3, n.) is inadmissible. 
493. BeBale: cf. 1, 602 BleBaoe and Lys. Fr. 310 (from Harpocration) BeBadcews dixns 

dvopa eorw iy Sixacovrae of dvnadpevot te TO arodopeva, av Erepos pev auchusBytn tod mpabéevtos, 6 dé 
py) BeBawot. eviore Kai dppaSavos povov Sob€vros eira duduoAnrHaarrds Tou ehdyyave Tiyy Tis BeBarc- 
cews dikny 6 Tov dppaBava Sods rH AaBdvrt. Avoias ev dvoi Ayo. ayp|oByr| Occurs in 1. 604 
and ayde|eByre in 1. 547, so that all three Frs. 25, 31, and 39 may have come from one of 
the two speeches to which Harpocration was referring. In any case they probably belong 
to an oration different from those against Hippotherses and Theomnestus; cf. int. The colour 
of Frs. 31 and 39 suggests that they are to be placed near each other. 

496. ie. |: Ieplvupos (cf. Lysias Fr. 123 and p. 48) might be restored, but cf. the 
previous n. 

506-1 t. Cf. Il. 118-20 kavro|t} Otkatws av [opye€or|abe ToL ewrnpe|vor|s Ta UpeTEepa and 
XXXi, 33 pdvos 61)... dixaiws ov8? dv dyavakroin pi) ruxav. Fr, 26 may well belong to the speech 
mpos “InmoBepanv, but the proposed restoration of Il. 506-7 makes those lines shorter than 
usual by one or two letters,.and em tov raz|puwy seems to be a mistake for em ros mrar| puots : 
cf. i. 1 emi trois yeyernpevors dyavaxroiy. 

520-9. Fr. 28 probably joins Fr. 29; cf. the next n. 
530-5. That Frs. 29 and 30, both from the bottoms of columns, join, as indicated in 

the text, admits of hardly any doubt; the position assigned to Fr. 28. 524-9 at the 
beginnings of these lines is attractive, but not certain. A new sentence begins in 1. 533 
with amode|, and amode|é@ [rlow[vv alvroy would be expected; but the traces of the letter 
following € suggest no other vowel than a, and arodec£alt OF arodeéals is difficult to construct. 
The o of « , in 1. 534 is nearly certain, but the next letter might be v and the third is quite 
doubtful, 
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536. The left-hand part of the r of ra is missing, and there is no external evidence for 
7 being the first letter of the line. There is certainly not room for a [av aluro. 

537-8. peporro [r|nv | [ape|v is possible. Frs. 28-30 might belong to the speech zpés 
Inmobepony: cf. ll. 171-3. 

539-48. Cf. 1. 493, n. It is tempting to place Fr. 53 to the left of Fr. 31, so that the 
tip of the of |ugeo{ in 1. 696 would belong to the bottom of the o of |7S8nre in 1. 547. The 
fibres suit well enough, though the two fragments would still not actually join each other. 
Lines 544-7 would then run [... .Jac . [. . wlodAa qpap|[r . - -|Aec (or Ja ec) tts coe (Or ese 
or) pndev | [.... k|aOnkov porte. . . n\ueoBnret tot, which remains obscure. 

554. The letter following fala ev Seems to begin with a vertical stroke and not to be «. 
559. S|tayouevos: the middle of this verb is used by Plato, but not elsewhere by Lysias. 

vayopevos can be read. 

601-6. Cf. 1. 493, n 
641-7. It is not certain that Fr. 44 belongs to 1606. 
648- 35 Cf. Il. 333 a—41, n. 
693-7. Cf. Il. 539-48, n. 
716. Cf. ll. 472-4, n 
725. mo|vorwralr : cf. ll. 153-4. 

735. \dnfac: the n is clear, but ex|SeEac may be meant; cf. 1. 348, n. 
736-7. For avatoxv»| ros Sooliadns cf. Il. 92-3, n. But Lysias made speeches zpos 

AAKYBddyv and mpds ApyxeBiddnv, and either of these twc names can equally well be supplied. 
773-6. Cf. Il. 333 a—41, n. 
781. For Se|oady| cf. Il. 92-3, n 
785. Perhaps oe or Geo{Coridys (cf. 1. 249, n.). 
801-4. Cf. ll. 191-4, n. 
809-12. Whether this fragment belongs to 1606 is doubtful. There is no other 

instance of a coronis in the papyrus. 
829. Ja o Avjovas can be read, in which case Fr. 87 would belong to the speech zpos 

‘Inro6epaony. 
858-9. Fr. 128 is probably to be placed to the left of Fr. 97 with a slight gap between 

them, in which case the combined reading is |kav wore exe| and  alvipes bixalorar. 
865. Possibly |a o A{votas ; cf. 1. 825 n. 

869. Possibly | Avo{ias ; cf. 1. 829, n 

934-5. Cf ll. 858-9, n 

1607. HYPERIDES(?), Hor Lycophron. 

Height 27-5 cm. Late second or early third century. 
Plate III (Frs. 5 + 4). 

These fragments of a lost oration, found with 1606, were originally more than 

60 in number, but have been reduced by a quarter through combinations. At 

least ten columns are represented, the longest fragment (1) containing parts 

of three with some continuous passages; but of the other pieces only Fr. 5 is of 

much value, and not more than about 100 lines in all can be restored. The order 

of the fragments is uncertain; but the similarity in colour and texture of Frs. 2— 

12 suggests that they are to be placed near each other, and suitable positions have 
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been found for Frs. 3 and 4 in combination with Frs. 2. ii and 5 respectively. That 

Fr. 14 belongs to Fr. 2. ii is far from certain (cf. Il. 159-62, n.), for Frs. 13-20 form 

another group, differing from the rest in colour. The handwriting is an upright, 

rather irregular uncial of the late second or early third century, the letters being 

as a rule somewhat widely separated. The script sometimes, e.g. in Frs. 13-20, 
tends to become more compact ; but there seems to be no change of hand. There 
were 39-40 lines in a column, and 11-18 letters, usually 13-15, in aline. The 

common >-shaped sign is used for filling up short lines, being duplicated in 1. 87. 

Iota adscript was written. High stops were employed, these sometimes approxi- 
mating to the middle position, but probably without any intentional distinction. 

All these, together with occasional diaereses over. and v, a mark of elision 

in ]. 230, and an accent in]. 455, are due to the original scribe, as are certainly most 

of the corrections ; but the alterations in ll. 15, 71, 93, and 424 were possibly made 

by a different person. 

The oration was evidently in defence of a certain Lycophron, who is men- 
tioned several times by name (Il. 28, 106,160 ?, and 287), but elsewhere is usually 
called ofros. He was accused of adultery with a woman whose husband was ill 

(Il. 180-8), the main subject of Fr. 1 being a denial of the charge that Lycophron 

had dug a hole in the wall which divided his house from hers. It is also 

evident that this person is identical with the Lycophron defended by Hyperides 

in an oration of which a few fragments from the beginning and the whole of the 
concluding portion are extant in P. Brit. Mus. 115. That speech was similarly 

concerned with an accusation against Lycophron of adultery with an unnamed 

woman whose husband was in a dying condition; her brother Dioxippus, a 

distinguished athlete (Hyperid. Lycophr. § 5), is obviously identical with the 
Dioxippus of 1607. 285, and the Theomnestus alluded to in 1607. 219 as one of 

the chief witnesses for the prosecution is no doubt the same as the accuser 

Theomnestus who is bitterly attacked in Lycophr. § 2, while there is probably 
a reference in 1607. 283 to Charippus, the second husband of the woman 

in question (Lycophr. § 3). Since the British Museum oration was composed for 

delivery by the defendant himself, who speaks in the first person, 1607, in which 

Lycophron is mentioned in the third person, cannot belong to the missing part of 

it, though it must have covered the same ground. The Oxyrhynchus fragments 

therefore belong to another speech delivered in connexion with this cazse célébre 
of about 340 B.C. 

From the British Museum papyrus it is known that the proceedings against 

Lycophron took the form of an eisayyedia, which in the first instance was brought 

before the dios by the famous orator Lycurgus in the absence of Lycophron 

from Athens on military service at Lemnos. In the fifth and the earlier half of 
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the fourth century B.C. eloayyeA‘a: brought before the djjpos, either directly or 

through the agency of the Bovdy, were usually tried by the whole dios, as e.g. in 

388 in the case of Ergocles, against whom a speech of Lysias is extant ; but after 
361 the normal practice, as illustrated chiefly by the orations of Hyperides for 

Lycophron and Euxenippus and that of Lycurgus against Leocrates, seems to 

have been to refer such cases to a court of dicasts; cf. Lipsius, Aztisches Recht, 
1.176 sqq. Lycurgus is known from quotations to have composed two speeches 

against Lycophron, and it is generally supposed that one of these was delivered by 

himself before the whole éjy0s, while the other was written for delivery before the 

dicasts by the chief plaintiff, a certain Ariston, this being the speech to which Hy- 
perides’ oration for Lycophron was the reply (Blass, At. Beredsamkeit, iii. 59). The 
line of argument adopted in 1607 renders it impossible to regard the speech as the 

work of Lycurgus, and there is some a przorz probability that the author of it was 
Hyperides. This orator was rather widely read in Egypt, for six of his speeches 

are preserved more or less completely in four papyri from that country (682, 

a fragment of a lost oration, may also belong to him), whereas, of his con- 

temporaries other than Lycurgus, Demades and Dinarchus are not represented 

in papyri, and neither Aeschines, who according to Pseudo-Plutarch 840 e wrote 
only four speeches, nor Demosthenes, whose orations are nearly all extant, 

is suitable as the author of 1607. Like Lycurgus, Hyperides may well have 

taken part in the proceedings before the dos concerning Lycophron in addition 

to the subsequent trial before the dicasts; but the employment of the phrase 

@ avodpes dtxaorat in 1607. 221-2, not & avdpes AOnvaios as in Lysias’ speech against 

Ergocles, is irreconcilable with the hypothesis that the djjuos as a whole was being 

addressed. Lycurgus in his oration against Leocrates uses @ dvdpes, & “AOnvator 
and ® dvdpes bikacrai indiscriminately, but in a speech delivered before dicasts, and 

if Hyperides was the author of 1607 he must have written two orations for 

delivery at the same trial, one (the British Museum papyrus) spoken by Lyco- 

phron, the other (1607) spoken either by the author himself or by a third person. 

The British Museum oration concludes with an appeal from Lycophron to a certain 

Theophilus to speak on his behalf, and it is to this speech, also composed by 

Hyperides, rather than to a speech delivered by Hyperides in the first person, that 

we are disposed to attribute 1607. This hypothesis is distinctly supported by 

internal evidence. Hyperides was censured by several ancient critics, particularly 

Hermogenes, for carelessness in his choice of A€fevs (cf. Blass, of. cét. iii. 25 sqq.), 

and 1607 has several not strictly Attic expressions, which seem to be taken from 

common life. Thus avetzac@a: with an accusative (I. 28) and tapacww7ayr (1. 69) 

are not attested before Polybius, nor is éyev70y (I. 63, n.) with certainty before 
Philemon. cya in Il. 32 and 76 is used in a manner approximating to its third 
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century B.C. use as ‘slave’, and it is possible that d:adéyeo@ar in |. 97 is used 

de concubitu, which would be exactly parallel to the rare use of d:ak€éyerOar in the 

sense of mAnowdew tats yuvaréi ascribed to Hyperides by Moeris, p. 195 (= Blass, 

Fr. 171).. That quotation, together with two similar references in Pollux to 

Hyperides’ use of dverheypevos, is assigned by Blass to the oration wept Ppdyys, but 

the Moeris quotation might even refer to the present passage. There are also 
several other agreements with Hyperides in points of diction; cf. ll. 26, 71-3, 82, 

86-8, 108, rr1, 128, 220-3, nn. 

Against the attribution of 1607 to Hyperides it may be urged that the 

British Museum papyrus has the title at the end (amodoyia wimp Avxddpovos) 

without the addition a’ or 8’, and proceeds to the speech for Euxenippus, and the 
ancient references to the speech for Lycophron (four in Pollux, one in Anti- 
atticista in Bekker, Avecd. p. 97) do not mention morethan one. But the British 

Museum papyrus contains only three selected orations, and since the quotations in 
Pollux and Antiatticista from the speech for Lycophron do not occur in it, they 

might even refer to 1607, not to that speech. If there were two speeches for 

Lycophron, sometimes distinguished as a’ and £’, the ignoring of that distinction 

by Pollux and Antiatticista would be no more remarkable than the failure of 

Harpocration in seven out of nine cases and of Suidas twice to state which of the 
two speeches of Lycurgus they meant by xara Avxddpovos. Moreover the title 

of 1607 may have been something different from imép Avxéppoves 8’. Accord- 

ing to Pseudo-Plutarch 849d Hyperides composed 77 speeches, of which 52 

were genuine. The titles of nearly 70 are known, and none of these is at all 

suitable for identification with 1607, except possibly a speech which is vaguely 

described by Pollux as svvnyopixds. But the scholiast on Aeschines, De falsa leg. 

§ 18, gives the number of Hyperides’ orations as 170, and though the figures 

assigned by this scholiast to the speeches of the orators are in general less trust- 

worthy than those of Pseudo-Plutarch, and in some cases (e. g. in regard to Lysias 

and Isaeus) certainly corrupt, the figure 77 for Hyperides may well be too small, 

while, even if correct, it leaves a small balance of unknown speeches, of which 1607 

may have been one. That Athenian advocates sometimes composed two 

orations for delivery by different speakers at the same trial is known from the two 

extant orations of Lysias against Alcibiades, of which the second is not a reply 

by the speaker of the first, and is not parallel to the second speech of Demosthenes 

against Aphobus; cf. Blass, of. c7¢.i. 492. Though open to some difficulties, the 

view that 1607 passed in Egypt as the composition of Hyperides offers the most 

satisfactory explanation. Whether it was actually genuine is more doubtful, 

in view of Pseudo-Plutarch’s rejection of one-third of the speeches assigned to 

Hyperides. While the first oration of Demosthenes against Stephanus is 
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generally regarded as authentic, the second is not; cf. Blass, of. c7t. iii. 409 sqq., 

472-5. But against the hypothesis that 1607 is a later composition ascribed 
to Hyperides must be set the apparent mention in Il. 218-20 of two individuals, 

Anaschetus and Criton, who are known from an inscription of 340 B.C., the 

approximate date of the British Museum speech. 

We are indebted to Mr. Lobel and Dr. Hude for several good suggestions 

in the restoration of this papyrus. 
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mporpe|ponerns ad|r@... 

‘That he dug through the wall for the sake of intercourse with the woman is not at all 
credible. For the accuser has not shown either that he quarrelled with the persons who 
were in his service and readily submitted to any of his orders, or that owing to an altercation 
with him they renounced their intimacy, in consequence of which Lycophron was reduced 
to digging through the wall, since the servants were no longer. . . 

..-he would not have dug through the wall. For why should a man, who was 
not in straits, but in a position both to get news from her and to send messages from 
himself, . . .? 

... and Chremes never forbade him the house (?). Moreover that her maids quarrelled 
with him was as good as impossible. For which of them could have become so bold 
as to pass over in silence either his messages to her or her messages to him for the sake of 
private enmity? The danger was close at hand; for... But, as it was, they saw that he 
was in an excessively weak state, while she who was about to become the owner of the 
house was kept before their eyes, for fear that if anything happened to him they would 
suffer punishment for their revenge. It is therefore incredible that Lycophron dug 
through the wall, and he was not in the habit, as stated by the accuser, of conversing 
with the maidservants. Why should he have done so? What need was there for them to 
quarrel with him when, their mistress being on quite familiar terms with him, they . . .?’ 

Fr. 5. 212 riow ody Tekp|n |otors xpnodpe|vos| TovTous Kedev[ec| karaduxdcew ; x(en|riale, vn 
Ala, tails tov] KySeoray plaprulpias ’Avac yer ov| Kai Ocopnor|ov Kat| Kpirwvos, ds Kad ds | €xov eariv, 
ra) a{v|Spes Stxacral, aL) mapepl yas | ef{ra|oa. ry [yalp édy|y ka|rnyopt|av| ex tof. . . 

‘On what proofs then does he rely when he bids them (sc. his fellow-citizens) give 
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a verdict of guilty? He relies forsooth on the evidence of his relatives by marriage, Anas- 
chetus, Theomnestus, and Criton, which it is your duty, gentlemen of the jury, to examine 
with special care. For the whole accusation (depends) on...’ 

18. [mO]avov: cf. ll. 94, 173, 236. 
1g. (mpos): cf. ll. 61-2. 
24. dednroxer: the subject is 6 xarjyopos, sc. Ariston ; cf. int. p. 76. 
26. ayipaxias: cf. Aeschin. De fals. kg. 176. ayaxeiv is quoted from Hyperides by 

Antiatticista ap. Bekk. Anecd. 79. 12. 
30-1. Karnnlerx|n: cf. 1. 43. 
32. colplatror: cf. 1. 76 and int. p. 76. 
33- te: Or tp[. The second letter may have been corrected. 
48. |. ous: € or p can be read instead of o. 
(53-4. TAkolvros? ly: the reference might be to the age of dying husband (cf. Il. 80-3 

and int.); but it seems more likely that he is the subject not of Jaro in 1. 55 but of the verb 
in |. 58, and that Lycophron is the subject as far as]. 55. In that case the point of rmAc- 
xo|uros would be that Lycophron was over 50 years of age when the trial took place, an 
argument used in his defence on the charge of adultery in Lycophr. § 15. 

56-8. The restorations are highly conjectural, but o yp| looks like a proper name, and 
a mention of the husband, whose name is unknown, but who is called éketvos in 1. 80, is very 
appropriate here. ta{vry is inadmissible in 1. 56. 

63. eyevnOy: this form, which is common in the third century B.c., occurs in the MSS. 
of Plato, Phileb. 62d ekeyernOn piv (eEeyerve jpiv Stallbaum), and in two fragments of 
Philemon ; cf. Lobeck, PAryn. 109, and int. p. 76. 

69. tral pa|ovomnoat : cf. int. p- 76. 

71-3. mpolx le| pos be] nv o xw|duvos: cf. Hyper. Lpctaph. 17 eis ro kwduvevew [mp oxeipas. 

73. et? plev yap: pey is required to balance vuy de in |. 80, but may have come in 1. 76. 
46. oa| para: chil 32. 

77-9. |rrew is perhaps diopu]rrew (cf. ll. 14, 30, 92) and |vyy» might be Scop |vyny or 
dip |vynv, though neither form is classical, the best MSS. in Dem. vii. 40 having diopuxn. But 
m|povder|ro, if that is the right restoration, does not fit in very well with a reference to digging 
through the wall. ovra: are the capara. 

80. exle|ujolv: cf. Il. 56-8, n. The first husband of the woman is similarly alluded to 
in Lycophr. xlvi ere |ed7) ére|Aebryaev ex |eivos and xlvii ekeivos [vow |oav THY yevalixa e€| avrou 

karadéoure|v. prev already projects for some distance into the margin, and there is no room 
for [ay after it, if av «AanBavoy be read in |. 87; cf. n. ad loc. 

82. aoble|vws Staxetper|olv: cf. Lycophr. s 17 arépas Staxeipevous. 
86-8. ™po opGalpay aveAapBavoy - cf, Epitaph. 17 mpo opOadpav opopeva avrois ra Sewa, 

and Polyb. ii. 35 AapBaver po opOadpar 16 mapadofoy ray tére yevouevorv. There seems to be 
no instance of dvad\apBavew with mpo dpOadpor, but with the division av ehapBavoy it is necessary 
to suppose the omission of ay in |. 80. 

97. ScareyerOa: cf. int. p. 77. 

98. The supposed stop after evexev might be the beginning of r For the supplements 
in Il. 98-100 cf. Il. 60-2. 

108. vm Aa: cf. 1. 216, Demosth. i. 7, Luxenip. 12, 14, 27. 
I11. vmedaBe: a favourite word of Hyperides, occurring 11 times in his speeches. 
128. Siappy|dnv: cf. Athenog. 10, 16. 

159-62. It is very doubtful whether Fr. 14, containing the supposed ends of these 
lines, is rightly placed here, for the colour of it is different, especially on the verso (cf. int. 
p- 74), and at a junction with the upper margin of Fr. 2, which becomes necessary, the 
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fibres of the recto do not harmonize very well. 01 pj tO ou dixalfovres is too Short. ou:| ae is 
possible, and ov may be the negative. 

170-1. Fr. 3 seems to be rightly placed here. «xa vj wepBodny is not unlikely in |. 171; 
cf lash 

198. This line was probably the last of the column, which is already slightly longer 
than usual (40 lines compared to 39 in Fr. 1). 

199-200. Cf, ll. 170-1, n. 
201-4. Fr. 4 almost certainly belongs to ll. 224-7. 
208. rouevoy: the last two letters are very doubtful; but cf. 1. 205. ropevyy cannot be 

read. 
218-20. The very rare name ’Arvdoyeros occurs also in C.I.A. ii. 804 Ba (’Av. 

Anporédovs “AXae’s) in a list of sureties in 3408.c. for some triremes supplied to the 
Chalcidians, the preceding name being Kpirav Acrudyou Kudaénvatets, who is also mentioned in 
C.I.A. ii. 807, and included among the cé\\toro rey rodtr@v by Aeschin. Contra Timarch. 156. 
Probably these two persons are identical with ’Avacyeros and Kpitov here. For Gedpvnoros 
cf. Lycophr. § 2 16 & dpytprov Geo| pry jar diS@ow (sc. Ariston) éxetvos b€ NapBdvwr avdparoda 
dyopatet, Kat mapexet Gorep Tois Ayatais emairiopdy, kat Sidwor tovtT@ wep exdotov Tod avdpardbov 

dBorov THs Hpepas, Gras dv 7 dbdvaros oveopartys. 

220-1. kad\as| exov: cf. Demosth. viii. 22 xadas [exe rov|"Apradoy | eydodvae thy modu, 
Lycophr. § 11 Kai roiro mas Kad@s Exec oe pev . . . THY KaTNyoplay ToujcacOat. 

222-3. pln] Tapep| yos | e&e|ra|oat : ef. Athenog. 13 tovs Te vopous eLeratew ... mapepya Tadda 

TATA TOLnTapLEVoY. 

228-31. It is not absolutely certain that these are the beginnings of lines. 
236. mO|avov : cf. 1. 18. 
283. [r]ot Xa[pur|ro|c]: the traces of the supposed we are very slight and indecisive, but 

a mention of Charippus, to whom Dioxippus gave his sister in second marriage, and who 
figures largely in the charges discussed in Lycophr. §§ 3-7, is very appropriate ; cf. int. p. 75. 
eyoovta Or Tpo tov eySouvat is to be supplied at the end of the preceding column ; cf. Lycophr. 
§ 5 kat yap otros (sc. Dioxippus) jxodovder Sta ro xnpav eydidooOa avtyy. 

284. els [O]Au[umay: it is not certain that any letter is missing in the lacuna after els, 
and the following vestiges would also suit aj or az| or possibly t|, but Dioxippus was 
victorious as a pancratiast at Olympia according to Plin. Wat, Azs/. xxxv. 139 and others. 
The date assigned to his victory by Foerster, Olymp. Szeger, no. 381, is 336 8.c., but there 
is no very definite evidence for fixing the year, except the fact that Dioxippus went to Asia 
with Alexander (Diod. xvii. 100—r1), i.e. in 335 or 334, and died there, so that he cannot 
have been at Olympia after 336. The oration of Hyperides against Lycophron is generally 
assigned to 3408.c., and if [O]Av[ may is right the victory of Dioxippus was more probably 
in 340, or even 344, than in 336. 

286-7. arepavwa|olvra : otepavoc|a\yra does not suit the size of the lacuna. 

288. The r of rews has either been corrected from: or else been inserted later. 
289. The letter before wezrovra seems to have been o or v witha stroke through it, and 

the vestige of the preceding letter rather suggests a or A, so that probably the scribe began 
to write avrae Or Avxodppom, but corrected it. 

313-16. Cf. ll. 159-62, n. 
336-7. For xalOamep delyer cf. 1. 95. 
427-36. These are perhaps the beginnings of lines; but if so, da projects into the mar- 

gin of |. 433. 
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1608. AESCHINES SOCRATICUS, Alcibiades. 

Fr.4 16xX9-8 cm. Late second century. 

Plate III (Fr. 4). 

The source of these scanty fragments of a dialogue between Socrates and 

Alcibiades, chiefly concerning the character of Themistocles, is shown to be the 

Alcibiades of Aeschines Socraticus by coincidences with two of the six extant 

quotations from that lost dialogue. Aeschines was one of the most important 

followers of Socrates, being often placed by ancient critics next in rank to 

Plato and Xenophon. His reputation rested not so much on his own con- 

tributions to the development of his master’s philosophy, which seem to have 

been inconsiderable, but on the elegance of his style, which is specially praised 

by Aristides and Hermogenes, and on the fidelity of his representation of 

Socrates, which even led to the accusation in antiquity that the master, not the 

disciple, was the author of the dialogues (Diog. Laert. Vzta Aeschinis, ii. 7). 

The recovery of new fragments of the A/czbzades is therefore a matter of some 

interest, especially in view of the current controversy initiated by Prof. Burnet 

concerning the historical character of the Platonic Socrates. 

The extant fragments of Aeschines’ seven genuine dialogues have recently 

been collected and discussed by H. Krauss (Teubner, 1911) and more fully by 

H. Dittmar (Philol. Untersuch. xxi. 1912). Much the longest is Fr. 1 (Krauss) 

of the Alcibiades from Aristides, orat. 46 (ii. 292 sqq., Dindorf) containing 
a panegyric upon Themistocles addressed to Alcibiades by Socrates, and 

concluding with a warning that even Themistocles’ émucrtjyn was not strong 

enough to save him from disasters. Another passage in the same oration of 

Aristides (ii. 369) not only supplies a second fragment (small), which Krauss, 

following C. F. Hermann, assigns to a position immediately preceding Fr. 1, 

but gives a general description of the context of Fr. 1, from which it appears 
that Alcibiades was reduced to tears by the sense of his own inferiority to 

Themistocles. Before the end of the dialogue, which was put into the form 
of a narrative by Socrates, as is shown by the use of the first person in referring 

to him, Alcibiades seems to have left, and Frs. 3 and 4 (from Aristid. ovat. 45) 

apparently belong to the conclusion of the dialogue, being part of an explanation 

of Socrates’ general point of view in relation to Alcibiades, addressed to an 
unknown third participator in the conversation. Frs. 5 and 6, from Priscianus 

and Athenaeus respectively, are unimportant; but evidently the general drift of 

the whole dialogue was similar to that of the (Pseudo-)Platonic Alcibiades, a 
desire to curb the arrogance of Alcibiades. Aristides in fact contrasts the two 

dialogues, to the disadvantage of Plato. There are also apparent allusions to 
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Aeschines’ dialogue in Cic. Zysc. iii. 77 and Augustin, De civit. det, xiv. 8; 

ef. Dittmar’s Fr. 10, and pp. 99-103 of his edition. These indicate that Socrates 
showed Alcibiades, who thought himself deatus (evdaiuwv), that he was really 

stultus (dpa0ys), and as such mser (aOAvos), with the result that Alcibiades 

entreated Socrates to free him from ¢arpiteudo (aicxpotns) and teach him wirtus 

(apern). 

Of the 19 (originally 25) fragments of the papyrus only six are large 

enough to be of any value, and the longest continuous passage is less than 

20 lines (Il. 34-52). Fr. 5 (ll. 77-87) contains after parts of 5 new lines 
Krauss’s Fr. 2, immediately followed, as he had correctly surmised, by the 

beginning of his Fr. 1. This is continued after a gap in Frs. 6 and 7, the latter 

fragment containing the bottoms of two columns. Since the extent of the 

missing portion of Fr. 7. ii is known to have been approximately 1g lines, there 

were about 30 lines ina column, and probably Fr. 5, of which the upper margin 

is broken off, is from the top of a column ; for Frs. 5, 6,and 7. i together account 

for 30 lines. With regard to the position of the other fragments, none of them 

belongs to the four columns immediately following Fr. 7. ii, all of which must 

have been occupied by the remainder of the extant panegyric on Themistocles, 

and internal evidence indicates that at any rate Frs. 1, 2, and 4 preceded Frs. 5-7. 

Fr. i is placed in that position because the reference to Themistocles in 1. 3 may 

be the first introduction of his name into the discussion, which continues to be 

occupied with him in Frs. 4-7. Socrates seems to have asked a question 

reflecting on his interlocutor’s (presumably Alcibiades’) relations to his parents, 

adducing as a parallel the bad relations of Themistocles to his parents—a remark 

which draws a protest from Alcibiades (ll. 1-6). The next question is concerned 

with a different subject, whether people are first povowxot and inmmxoi or the 

opposite, the second alternative being naturally adopted by Alcibiades (Il. 7-15), 

at which point the fragment ceases to be intelligible. The story that Themistocles 

had been disinherited by his father, which is mentioned by Plutarch and other 

writers (cf. Il. 38—g, n.), had in any case been alluded to by Socrates before Fr. 4, 

in which Alcibiades is definitely stated to be the other speaker (I. 50); for in 

ll. 36-48 the latter expressed his surprise at the supposed disinheritance, and 

vigorously condemned the character of Themistocles implied by such an incident. 

There is an apparent connexion between this speech of Alcibiades and the 

reference at the beginning of Socrates’ panegyric on Themistocles (Il. 85-7) 

to Alcibiades’ boldness in criticizing that statesman; but Frs. 5-7 cannot be 

combined with the remains of Fr. 4. ii, so that at least one column intervened 

between Fr. 4. i and Frs. 5-7, though the gap is not likely to be wide. The 

next question of Socrates (ll. 48 sqq.) is incompletely preserved and somewhat 
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obscure, as is the point of his remark in ll. 34-6, which preceded the outburst 

of Alcibiades and mentions Apollodorus’ defence rod @aviov. This Apollodorus 

is presumably the inseparable companion of Socrates who appears as the narrator 

in Plato’s Sysposium, and he seems to have taken part in the conversation in 

Aeschines’ dialogue. Though there is no reason to assign any of the remarks 

in the extant portion of 1608 to Apollodorus, the two remarks from the end 

of the dialogue (Frs. 3 and 4 Krauss ; cf. p. 88) may well have been addressed 
to him: Anytus has been suggested there, but as a mere guess. The position 

of Fr. 2 is more doubtful, since there is no apparent reference in it to 

Themistocles ; but there seems to be a connexion between dmo]Aoylas in 1. 28 

and dmodoyeioOa in 1. 36, so that Fr. 2 is likely to have preceded Fr. 4 
with no very great interval. The first 5 lines of Fr. 5 apparently belong 

not to a speech but, like the next 3, to a piece of narrative: Alcibiades, 

who is meant by airéy in 1. 82, is probably also indicated by air@ in 1. 79. Lines 

82-136 correspond to Krauss’s Fr. 2 and part of 1. Here there are some small 

variations between 1608 and the MSS. of Aristides, whose quotations do not 

seem to be exact. In ll. 130-2, where the MSS. are corrupt, 1608 is incom- 
pletely preserved, but does not seem to have been right ; cf. n. ad loc. The 

papyrus as a whole is too short to prove much; but such glimpses of Aeschines’ 

style as it affords indicate a close resemblance between his picture of Socrates 

and Plato’s in the earlier dialogues, and so far as they go rather support 

Prof. Burnet’s view that Plato was there giving a true representation of Socrates’ 

teaching. 

1608 was found with 841-4, 1606-7, &c. The handwriting is a good-sized 

elegant uncial of the sloping oval type, with a tendency to exaggerate the size 

of aand v. It is a somewhat later specimen of this type than 24 (Demosthenes, 

mpootpia oSnpnyopixd: Part i, Plate vii) and 665 (A/zstory of Sicily: Part iv, 

Plate i), but earlier than e.g. 223 (Homer E: Part ii, Plate i) and Schubart, 

Pap. Graecae, 19 b (Hesiod, Catalogue), and probably belongs to the latter half 

of the second century. Iota adscript was generally written. Changes of speaker 

are indicated (perhaps not consistently) by double dots with or without para- 

graphi, and two kinds of stops, a high and a low point, are employed, besides 

occasional diaereses over initial 1 and v. A mark of elision in Il. 53 seems to be 
due to the original scribe, but an accent and breathing in |. 37 are probably 

by the (contemporary) corrector, who has altered mistakes in ll. 10, 37 (?), and 

42. A critical mark against |. 138 probably refers to a lost marginal note. The 

scribe seems to have been rather prone to omissions ; cf. Il. 10 and 48-50. The 

fragments are or may be from the middles of columns, except where it is stated 

otherwise. 
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Fr. 15. Fr. 16. Bi 7. Er. 18: Fr. 19. 

top of col. top of col. 176 TAL 178 jad SOs Ker 

172 jovde, al Aun Joux| Jor 

Je Tovav[r 175 Tol 

1-6. Probably, as Prof. Burnet, to whom we are indebted for several suggestions in 
the interpretation of 1608, remarks, Socrates asked ‘ Would you be willing to have behaved 
to your parents as Themistocles is said to have behaved to his?’ Alcibiades replies ‘ Hush, 
Socrates ’. 

7-15. ‘Do you think that men have to be unmusical before they are musical, and 
unskilled in riding before they are skilled ?—I think that they must first be unmusical and 
unskilled in riding.” For dovoo in conjunction with duro cf. Plato, Rep. 335¢c. Burnet 
thinks that this was part of an argument intended to show that*Themistocles did not achieve 
what he did ¢vaee (which Alcibiades considered sufficient for himself). Since Themistocles 
was so unsatisfactory in his youth, he must have become great and acquired éemoryjun by care 
and practice. 

16. [.Joy[ : or [a]py[. 
1g. Perhaps [Scxac|rnprou ¢. 

28. Toi auras amo |\oytas : cf. 1. 36 and int. 

34-51- ‘... and Apollodorus also to make a good defence on behalf of the mean. 
—But, he replied, there is this point; I should not have thought that Themistocles was dis- 
inherited by hisefather ; for such conduct betokens a mean character and reaches the height 
of folly, when a person is involved in such quarrels and in the most violent enmity with his 
parents, which even a child would find a way of avoiding.—Did you think it so small- 
minded, Alcibiades, said I, to be filled with hatred of one’s parents that...’ 

34-5. Amod[No]Swpos: cf. int. No orator of this name who was contemporary with 
Socrates is known, ov ¢av[Aov can be masculine or neuter, As Burnet remarks, Alcibiades 
may have been relying on his natural gifts, so that the question of «ddAos arose. Apollodorus 
may well have championed the cause of ‘the ugly’ (e.g. Socrates); for he certainly stands 
for the more cynical aspect of Socraticism, as appears from the beginning of the Symposcum. 

36. Of the double dots after arodoyetc@ar only the upper is preserved. 
a\d exeelvo: Burnet compares //ippias mavor 283d ad ekeivo, pov po) Aaxedat- 

poveot KTA. 

37- 4: the first hand perhaps wrote «. 
38-9. Cf. int. and Plut. Vit, Themist. 2 & 6€ rovtrwy eEapraow enor Suyynpata mddrrovres 

droxnpuéw pev id tod marpos airov ... Soxet xateyretoOa, Aelian, Var. hist. ii, 12 dmoxnpvxOeis 
ind tov matpds, Nepos, Themist. 1 a patre exheredatus est. 

40-1. Topp avo.as nxovra: Cf. Plato, Luthyd. 294 € roppw corias iKes. 

48. [(av) evpo|iro: this reading is not very satisfactory; but evporo is preferable to 
evpor, the active not being used with an infinitive in classical times, and there is a change of 
speaker before ovrw, so that [av «lupo: with the omission of double dots before ovrw, though 
a possible reading, is open to still greater objections. 

50. yoveo(:\v: yovewy is inadmissible. 
52. [emrvx|ovros was suggested by Burnet. 
55-9. The fragment containing these lines was originally separate, and is not quite 

certainly placed here. 
61. Probably av]|6pe[7: cf. 1. 52. 
77. This line is probably the top of the column ; cf. int. p. 89. 
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82-4. yous .. . OcwioroKdfea = Aeschin. Fr. 25 cf. int. The MSS. of Aristides have 

(prorires €xorra instead of ore Gpdorun[ws exer, and before @euirroKdéa some of the deteriores 

insert rév, which was certainly omitted in the papyrus. 
84-5. €]redn tov: from this point up to |, 136 the papyrus corresponds to the beginning 

of Aeschin. Fr. 1; cf.int. After ered) the MSS, of Aristides insert roiwv, which is evidently 

due to looseness of quotation, 
93-8. These remains are on a separate fragment, and there is no external evidence for 

their being near the ends of lines. 
94-5. oluy mon|ore gow: obv ao momote MSS. 1608 may have omitted co. The e of 

cpednalev comes above the a of xeplas in |. 96. 
97. o7\jv: so the ‘ deteriores’, followed by Dindorf and Hermann, AET, which are 

considered the best MSS., have écov, which is adopted by Fischer, Krauss, and Dittmar. 

Sony is, however, supported by Aristides xiv (i. 325, Dindorf) émep yap res &pn Tov Aoyorrovwov 

epi tis "Agias héeywv donv 6 Hts mopeverat TaUTHS maoNs apxew avdpa Eva. 

100. y?je: om. MSS. 
105. 7woAlee: SO MSS, 76\ee Krauss and Dittmar, following Herodian, ii. 2, p. 696 os 

nap’ Aloxivy r@ Saxparixg totre Td 7éder: 76An Hermann, following Choeroboscus. 

130-2. el py arod rd Bouvdeveo Bar exeivors (exeivos E) mepréorar, ra ye GAXa airaov (atrév E) 

MSS. Dindorf: «2 px) abrod 7G BovdeverOat exeivov . . . airov Hermann: « py adra@v 7@ Bovd. 

excivos... adtév Reiske: et pi abrov r@ Bovd. exeivos . . . avrdv Krauss, Dittmar. Whether 1608 

had z[o or z[@e and av{rov or av|rwv is uncertain ; but it apparently agreed with E in reading 

éxeivos (though exewor{s is just possible), and certainly differed from all the MSS. and editors 

in having a’rovs instead of abrod—a novelty which seems to be erroneous. 

134. epeddev [o|pednoew : apecnoe MSS. 

136. apa: om. MSS. 

138. For the critical mark cf. int. p. go. 
154-7. Fr. ro resembles Fr. 7. ii in colour, but does not occur in the text of the 

missing portion of that column. 
159. The supposed low stop after » might be the lower of two dots marking a change 

of speaker, in which case karo is not improbable. 

162-5. This fragment is very likely to be placed above Fr. g, but there is no actual 

join. 

1609. PHILOSOPHICAL WoRK (EUDORUS?). METROLOGICAL FRAGMENT. 

8 X Io-2 cm. Second century. 

The recto of this papyrus contains 13 nearly complete lines from the 

middle of a column of a lost philosophical work, with a few letters from the 

preceding and following columns. It is written in a clear compact semiuncial 

hand of the second century, which somewhat resembles that of 410 (Part iii, 

Plate iv) and is not later than the reign of Marcus Aurelius, more probably 

belonging to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian. A stroke in the middle of 1. 12 

indicates the beginning of a new section, The subject under discussion is eléwda 

in mirrors, and the author, who alludes in 1. 13 to his commentary on the 77zmaeus 

of Plato, and objects in ll, 16 sqq. to the views of Democritus, Epicurus, and 

Empedocles, evidently belonged to the Academic school. The first commentator 
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on Plato, was according to Proclus, /z 77m. p. 24, Crantor of Soli in Cilicia, whose 

discussion of the Zzmaeus is mentioned several times by Plutarch in his De 

animae procreatione. But since Crantor wasa contemporary of Epicurus and died 

before him, he is unsuitable as the author of the papyrus, in which Epicurus is 

ranked with Democritus and Empedocles. Another philosopher of the Academic 

school, also mentioned by Plutarch, of. cz¢., in connexion with the 77maeus, is 

Eudorus of Alexandria, who flourished about 25 B.C. and is generally thought 

to have written a commentary on that dialogue, besides an encyclopaedic work 

upon philosophy in general and a treatise on Aristotle’s Categories. The 

encyclopaedic work, of which a few fragments survive, is described by Stobaeus, 
Lcl. ii. 46 as Evddpov rod ’AdeEavdpews “Axadynpixod irocdov biatpeoits Tod Kara 

pirocopiay Adyov, BiBrtov akidkryTov ev w Tacay ewEEEAHALOE TpoBAynpatiKas THY 

éxioTnpnv. It was used extensively by Arius Didymus of Alexandria, a Stoic 

philosopher with eclectic tendencies, and seems to have been a work of some 

importance. The account of it given by Zeller, Gesch. d. griech. Philos. i.612, who 
considers that it collected the answers of the chief writers on the main problems of 

philosophy, is quite in harmony with the papyrus. A difficulty with regard to 

the attribution of 1609 to Eudorus, who naturally wrote in Attic, arises from 

the occurrence of an Ionic form, wepreovoas, in 1. 21. The context there, however, 

and the occurrence elsewhere of several non-Ionic forms (otv, rovtwy, ’Eymedox)ijs) 

indicate that the author was in this case using Empedocles’ language, though 

Tepreovoas cannot itself have occurred in hexameters. 

On the verso in a different and larger semiuncial hand, which is not earlier 

than A.D. 150 and may even be later than 200, are the ends of 11 lines from the 

middle of a column of metrological tables, similar to e.g. 9. verso and 669. 

Some abbreviations and the usual symbols for drachma (I. 31) and 3 (1. 36) occur. 

The amount lost at the beginnings of lines is uncertain, but seems to be 

considerable in most, if not all, cases, and not much can be gleaned from the 

fragment. As far as |. 37 it is concerned with liquid measures, especially in 

relation to the cyathus, weights being expressed in drachmae ; the last 24 lines 

deal with the mina and its subdivisions. The xéyxy, an uncommon measure, is 

mentioned in l. 30, with a novel weight assigned to it. Details are discussed in 

the commentary. 

Recto. 

Golf Col. ii. Col. iti. 
r 7 Soxn de exer hajivjerOar ov 

IO yap €m €kELYoU TOU KaTOmTpOU 

opatat adAX n avakAaols ETL 
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TOV Op@VTan TeEpl fev Ovv 

50% TouT@yv ev Tos es tov Tt 

|ro pavov edp|ntac ov dec de ex 

|vloluy 15 OwAov TolovTOY akovELY OL 00 

|vrau ov To Kata Anpoxpitoy n Em 7 

|uev koupov » ws EymedoxkAns [ 

5 |. wv amoppoas pain av amvevar 7 

|r amo €kagTov Twv k\alromTpt 25 of 

Je. ZO COMEVOVAIKCLNT |e eel ee n=l ell it 

\r7 MEGMEOIOES |looo90050000¢ 

“(if?) .. . and it (the image) seem to appear there. For it is not seen on that mirror, 
but the reflexion to the person seeing (is seen). This, however, has been discussed in my 
commentary on the Timaeus. An image ought not to be described as it is in the systems 
of Democritus or Epicurus, or as Empedocles would say that emanations come off from 
each of the objects shown in the mirror and... surviving...’ 

12. opwrra: v is practically certain and the very faint traces of the two preceding letters 
suit pw, but joining o is a descending stroke which is superfluous and seems to be merely 
a ligature. The stroke after opwyra is a mark of punctuation. 

13. es tov Tyaov: i.e. in connexion with 714 b ofov ev karéntpe bexoner@ rirous Kai KariSeiw 

etdwAa mapexovTe: Cf. 72 ¢. 
14. dev: « is very cramped, and the « was probably omitted originally. 
16. For Democritus’ theory of ¢iSwda cf. Sext. Math. ix. 19 Anpoxperos S€é ciSwdd twa 

gynow cumedacew avOparots xrh, Epicurus’ views are expressed in his /pzs¢. 1 ap. Diog. Laert. 
x. 46 sqq. 

18. For Empedocles’ views on droppoai cf. Ritter and Preller, Hes/. phil. Graec. §§ 166 h, 

77d. 
19. k\alromrpiCopevwr Is passive ; cf. Plut. De plac. philos. 894 { xatavrikpd S€ tov Karom- 

tpigovros airay (Sc. Hcaxijy mepupeyyetav) dorepos. The middle is the form commonly used. 
21. Tepteovoas : ef, int. Pp. 95- 

Verso. 

27 Jad. ..] Kola ).. 

] Kova) e€. [.]v 

|oov kat n pey| | 

30 [An | Kovxn 9 ey a] 
[An ex Pjee S tn 9 de Ter! 

oper ecow Se oB 
| ovy peya Kkorab(ov ?) 

J To 6€| pxpov Kovabou 
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35 : | oydoov sepos 

‘aS n pra {- -] 

[exec fo cm S| ppd n de fo 

[S 7? GP GollP ov eo od 

27. xoi[a6( ): xvados is thus misspelled throughout, a circumstance which raises a doubt 
whether some other forms are correct. The cyathus was regularly ¢ of a xorvAy, but of 
varying weights and subdivisions. 

29. |oov : or Jeov. 

29-31. The doubtful y of peylady might be » in both |. 29 and 1. 30, bu in neither 
place is ped||Kpa admissible. The restoration » pev koyyn peyla|n ex lee would suit ll. 34-5, 

where oydooy pepos might follow immediately after xoraGov, but Il, 31-2 do not seem to be 
concerned with the pexpa xéyxn, and, since the break along the left side is practically vertical, 
it would be necessary to suppose that the beginning of |. 31 projected by several letters 
beyond Il. 30 and 35, while it is very difficult to restore the other lines, especially Il. 32-4, 
on the hypothesis of a short lacuna or no lacuna at all at the beginnings. The xéyyn occurs 
together with xéyxn xnpauis as a medicinal measure in Hippocrates (Hultsch, Aefrol. Script. 
i. 75-6), and is equated by Hesychius and Photius to the yyy, which is treated variously 
as 4, 3, 4, or 3 of a cyathus. In the Cleopatrae /abula (Hultsch, i. 235; cf. 256) the 
peyadn koyxn is equated to the 6€vBapov and contains 14cyathi, weighing 15 drachmae, while 
the ¢Adrray xéyxn contains 4 cyathus, weighing 5 dr. The papyrus evidently gives the 
weight of the peyaAy kéyyn as 18 dr.: the initial lacuna in |. 31 may well have contained 
a statement of the relation of this xéyyy to a cyathus, which presumably stood in the ratio 
of 1: 1% to it, especially as a cyathus of 12 drachmae is indicated by Il. 35-6; cf. n. 

31. Re or ay let OF wot\ee OF eo |re. 

31-2. ter’ is presumably ter(ap7y). but there is room for a letter between ¢« and the 
vertical stroke which is supposed to represent the second r. rerdprn is not known as a liquid 
measure, but réraprov pépos Or teraptynuspiov KorvAys Occurs in Hippocrates (Hultsch, i. 75°), 

and réraprov is common in the sense of + ééorms or quarfartus, i, e. 4 Korvdn or 3 cyathi. 
The connexion of |. 32 with the preceding line is obscure. Only eow is certain. —|opac 
suggests aud jopar, but dupopevs is the regular Greek form : dpa]xpai is inadmissible. 4 of de 
is fairly certain (no figure in the thousands or hundreds will suit), but the following letter, 
if «, is very cramped. 8, i.e. 8(paypat), could be read; butin 1. 31 the ordinary symbol for 
drachmae occurs and in ]. 36, where the figures seem to refer to drachmae, the preceding 
abbreviation was different. The figure 08 (?) probably refers to drachmae, and perhaps gives 
the weight of a xorvAy ; cf. 1. 31. 

33-6. If the genitive x(v)a@ov in 1. 34 is right, these lines are clearly concerned with 
a subdivision of the cyathus, the smaller measure being apparently 3 of it and weighing 
14 drachmae, which is in accordance with the Belen ascribed to a peyddy xoyyxn in 1. 31, if 
the cyathus in 1609 is, as usual (cf. ll. 29-31, n.), 2 of a pay xéyxn. The smallest measures 
for liquids were the xen, kOyXn (eAdrrwr), eateries puorplov or Aorpiov, puatpor, and kdpvov, 

but since the measure in question is neuter, the first two need not be discussed. ee kox- 

Audprov is SOLE SUES, e.g. in the C/eop. /ad., treated as weighing 1 drachma, i.e. y’5 of a 
cyathus there, but 51; of the cyathus in 1609; elsewhere (e. g. Hultsch, i. 238. 7) it weighs 
3 ypdppara, i.e. 2 ae The terms péya and pexpov do not occur in connexion with it, 
but something like xoyAcapiov| ovv peya Korab(ov) [exrov (or TeTaprov, if it weighed twice the 
pexpov) pepos to de] puxpov Kovabov [—| oydoov pepos can be restored in Il. 33~5, though how the 

H 
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lacunae in Il. 35-6 were filled is in any case obscure. pvotpoy (Hultsch, ii. 198-9) is some- 
what less suitable than xoyAdpuoy, The péya piorpov has sometimes 2, sometimes 3 cyathi, 
but elsewhere is 5 or 34; kor’An i.e. 2 or 4 cyathus, while the puxpoy piorpov is gy or 
ag korvAn, i.e. 33> or + cyathus, which is not very close to 3 cyathus. The pvorpiov or 
Atorpiov, Which is rarely mentioned, is the same as the prxpdy pvorpoy, and unlikely to be 
distinguished as péya and puxpdy: but two kinds of xdpva are known, the Baoudixdy, which 
weighed 4 drachmae in the Cleop. ¢ad., but elsewhere 7 drachmae (Hultsch, i. 243. 8), and 
the Hovrixéy, which weighed 1 drachma (Hultsch, i. 243. 9), so that xapvor] is as good as 
xoxMapwor| in ]. 33. ody is not very satisfactory, and the o is uncertain; but to xalpu(o)» there 
is the objection that the tail of a p ought to have been visible. In the absence of any known 
measure of which the smaller size was 2 cyathus and weighed 13% drachmae, the name to 
which peya and pixpov refer and even the supposed connexion between Il. 34-6 remain 
doubtful. The stroke before the figures in ]. 36 is smaller than that after rer in 1. 31 and 
may belong to a letter (e. g. 6 or ») above the line. 

36-8. Cf. the Cleop. /ab. (Hultsch, i. 234) 1) Urodeuaixy pra exer o(%)y(yias) oy, (Spaxpas) 
pud... 1 ovyyia éxe: Spaypas n. 

1610. EPHORUS, xii (or x1). 

Frs. 124+ 13 15:2X9:1 cm. Late second or early third cen- 
tury. Plate III (Frs. 1, 4-6, 15). 

These 60 fragments (originally about 70) of a lost historical work were found 

with 1611, 1619, &c.; cf. 1619. int. They are mostly quite small, the longest 

containing less than 20 complete lines; but owing to frequent correspondences 
with Diodorus xi. 59 sqq. a large amount of restoration is possible, and about 

100 lines in all are intelligible. In at least 16 cases the context of the fragments 

can be established, and in spite of their unpromising appearance they constitute 

a valuable find, especially since they deal with events in the Pentecontaétia, 

which are for the most part outside the scope of Herodotus’ history, and are only 

briefly sketched by Thucydides. 

The handwriting is a handsome upright uncial approximating towards the 

biblical type, like 1234, 1865, and 1606, but more calligraphic than the first two. 
1012 and 1611 are also written in similar hands, but smaller. The date of the 

papyrus is not later than the early part of the third century and may go back to 

the latter part of the second, being approximately A.D. 200. There are no 

lection-marks except the common angular signs for filling up short lines, para- 

graphi, and high stops. Pauses are sometimes also indicated by blank spaces. 

The only correction is the deletion of the iota adscript of ame@rqicKov in 1. 104: 

elsewhere (Il. 105 and 198, but not in 1. 602) iota adscript was generally written, 

and, so far as can be judged, the scribe was more careful than the average. The 

lines were short, ranging from 12-17 letters and usually consisting of 14 or 15. 

The height of the columns is uncertain. All the fragments come or may come 
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from the middles of columns, except where it is otherwise stated. There is no 
external evidence to show their order, and the chronology of the twenty years 

following the battle of Plataea is in many points uncertain. The arrangement of 

Frs. 1-16 in the text is based on the order of the corresponding passages in 

Diodorus, and admits of little doubt. That Frs. 1-5 preceded 6 is clear from the 

reference to a change of subject in I. 37. 

Of the three groups into which Frs. 1-16 fall the first, containing Frs. 15 

(ll. 1-35; cf. Il. 36-7), is concerned with Themistocles. The most intelligible of 

them is Fr. 3, which comes from an estimate of his character and agrees very 

closely with a passage in Diod. xi. 59, no fewer than 13 consecutive words being 

identical ; cf. p. 102. In Frs. 2 and 445 the division of lines is uncertain, and 

the resemblances to Diodorus are less marked, especially in the second half of 

Frs. 445, which does not correspond at all; but the points of agreement with 

Diodorus (cf. ll. 15-17 and 18 sqq., nn.) are sufficient to show that these frag- 

ments refer to other parts of the same chapter as Fr. 3, and are to be placed 

Fr. 2 shortly before Fr. 3, and Frs. 4+ 5 almost immediately after it. The small 

Frs. 26 and 38 also may belong to the character of Themistocles ; cf. Il. 192—4 

and 237-9,nn. Fr. 1, in which Themistocles is mentioned in |. 7, presents 

greater difficulties, since not only are the ends of lines missing, but no direct 

parallelism to Diodorus is traceable. Probably II. 7 sqq. refer to the reception of 

Themistocles by Xerxes at the Persian court, which in Diodorus precedes the 

character of Themistocles, and the allusion in ]. 8 to the statements of of pv is 

to be connected with the ancient discrepancies among historians as to both the 
reigning king (Artaxerxes according to Thucydides and Charon, Xerxes accord- 
ing to Ephorus, Dinon, and others), and the circumstances attending Themi- 

stocles’ arrival; cf. ll. 7-12, n. That our author, like Diodorus but unlike 

Plutarch, favoured views opposed to that of Thucydides is clear from his general 

support of Diodorus, especially with regard to the accession of Artaxerxes (Frs. 

15-16) ; but the influence of Thucydides’ language is apparent in ll. 11-12 and 
evident later in Fr. 6. It is also possible that Fr. 31 is to be connected with 

Thucydides’ and Diodorus’ accounts of the presents of land made by the Persian 

king to Themistocles (ll. 213-14, n.), and Frs. 18 and 41 with Diodorus’ account 

of the adventures of Themistocles in Persia. Fr. 41 in that case comes shortly 

before Fr. 1 (Il. 246-8, n.), while Fr. 18, if the context has been rightly caught 

(ll. 140-5, n.), may be placed between Frs. 1 and 2, preceding Fr. 31, if that 

fragment too refers to Themistocles. 
The second group, consisting of Frs. 6-14, is concerned with Cimon’s opera- 

tions in the Aegean and Southern Mediterranean against the Persians, which are 

summarized by Thuc. i. g8—100 and more fully treated by Diodorus and Plutarch. 

H2 
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The end of a digression (i.e. the excursus upon the career of Themistocles) is 
announced in ll. 36-7, and in |. 37 a new section begins, just as in Diodorus, with 

the departure of the Greek fleet from Byzantium. This town had evidently 
already passed out of the possession of Pausanias according to our author, as is 

also implied by Diodorus and Plutarch, but not by Thucydides, whose indefinite- 

ness as to the date of Pausanias’ expulsion (i. 131), coupled with a statement in 

Justin ix. 1 that Pausanias held the city for seven years, has led to a controversy 

whether the transference of Byzantium to the Athenians took place in 476 or 
470B.C.; cf. Busolt, Griech. Gesch. iii. 96‘. 1610 supports the earlier date. Our 

author’s account of the capture of Eion on the Strymon is clearly borrowed with 
hardly any variation from Thucydides, Herodotus’ story of the heroic defence of 

the Persian governor being ignored. Diodorus here adds a sentence about the 

Athenian projects, which is probably his own invention (cf. p. 103); but his 

description of the capture of Eion is apart from some unnecessary verbiage 

equally brief, being somewhat closer to our author than to Thucydides and 

having the same general construction of the sentence (ll. 37-46, n.). Plutarch’s 

account, based on Herodotus, is much longer. 

The next event recorded is the capture of Scyros (I. 46), which is briefly 

mentioned by Thucydides and Diodorus. Our author, however, seems to have, 

like Plutarch, devoted much more space to this episode, which led to one of 

Cimon’s most popular exploits, the recovery of the bones of Theseus. After 1. 46 

Fr. 6 breaks off; but it is practically certain that Fr. 7, which mentions ‘king 

Lyco|[medes]’, is from an account of the Theseus story introduced, as by Plutarch, 
in connexion with Cimon’s capture of Scyros (ll. 49-51, n.), and probably Fr. 35, 

which mentions the Pelasgians, is to be placed between Frs. 7 and 8. It is signi- 

ficant that Diodorus’ reference to the Pelasgians at Scyros is not only the sole 

mention of them in Book xi, but is also, except the mention of Byzantium, the one 

detail in his account of the operations at Eion and Scyros which is not ultimately 

traceable to Thucydides. 
After the capture of Scyros Thuc. i. 98. 3-4 proceeds to describe a war with 

Carystus in Euboea and the revolt of Naxos before coming to the twofold battle 

of the Eurymedon by sea and land (i. 100. 1). Diodorus on the other hand, 

ignoring the first two events, but mentioning Cimon’s return to Athens in quest 

of reinforcements, narrates the operations in Caria which led up to a naval battle 

off the coast of Cyprus on the same day as the land-battle of the Eurymedon. 

The inherent improbability of Diodorus’ account of the double victory, especially 

on account of the distance of Cyprus from the Eurymedon and the night-attack, 

which is a favourite stratagem in Diodorus’ battles, has been generally recognized 
and ascribed to his use of Ephorus; cf. e.g. Busolt, iii. 146°. Our author’s 



NGO Sei OUTS Tee Ne lan (OLE SGI) IOI 

account evidently agreed closely with that of Diodorus, but probably narrated 

some events omitted by him; cf. Fr. 39 for a possible reference to the Euboean 

war. Fr. 8 is with the exception of a couple of words and a difference of order 

identical with a passage in Diodorus’ description of the Carian operations, while 

Frs. 9 + 10.1+ 53, which narrate the sea-fight off Cyprus, are also couched in very 

similar language. The numbers of the ships on both sides taking part in the 

naval engagement agree exactly with the figures of Diodorus, the figure of the 

Persian ships being practically in accordance with that ascribed to Ephorus by 
Plutarch (350 Ephorus ; 340 1610 and Diodorus; Phanodemus’ figure, 600, is an 

obvious exaggeration) ; but the number of ships captured by Cimon is stated to 
have been Too, as in the metrical inscription which is quoted (no doubt from 

Ephorus) by Diodorus and is perhaps represented by Fr. 48 (cf. p. 102), and in 

Lycurgus and Aristodemus, whereas Diodorus himself gives the number as ‘ more 

than 100’, being perhaps influenced by the different figure mentioned by Thucy- 

dides (ll. 62-76, n.). A detail omitted by Diodorus, the capture of a Persian 

admiral, is recorded in ll. 75 sqq., and the remains of Fr. to. ii do not clearly 

correspond to any passage in Diodorus near this point, being too slight for certain 

reconstruction (cf. ll. 77-8, n. for a suggestion). Probably they belong to the 

early part of the description of the land-battle of the Eurymedon, and are to 
be placed not long before Fr. 11, which records the killing of the Persian general 

of the land-forces, Pherendates, in language practically identical with that of 

Diodorus. ‘This coincidence is of great importance for deciding the question of 

the authorship of 1610, for from Plutarch it is known that Pherendates’ name 

occurred in Ephorus, from whom Diodorus no doubt obtained it; cf. p. 106. 

Frs. 12+13 continue the account of the land-battle, and since they constitute the 

longest connected piece, afford the best material for a comparison between our 
author and Diodorus. The general resemblance between them is very marked, 

ll. 94-101 presenting only trifling variants (cf. pp. 103-4); in Il. 101-12 1610 gives 

the more precise details about the destruction of the Persians, while Diodorus 

enlarges upon the absence of the moon and its effects; cf. p.124. The small 
Fr. 14 probably came immediately after Frs. 12 +13 (1. 114 can even belong to 

I]. 112 or 113), and describes one of Cimon’s tactics in the land-battle in terms 

similar to but not identical with those of Diodorus. Concerning the date of the 

battle of the Eurymedon, which has been ascribed to various years between 

470 and 465 B.C. (autumn of 468 Busolt), the papyrus gives no new information 

beyond its general support of Diodorus, who assigns the engagement to 470, but 

is very confused throughout the Pentecontaétia in adapting his authority, 

Ephorus, to his own chronological system (cf. p. 110). It is noteworthy that 1610 

agrees with Diodorus and Frontinus as to the locality of the two battles, while 
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Polyaenus, who has been sometimes supposed to represent Ephorus on this point 

more exactly than Diodorus (Busolt, /.c.), inverts the scene, ascribing the land- 

battle to Cyprus, the sea-fight to the Eurymedon (Il. 62-76, n.). The battle of 

the Eurymedon tended in ancient times to become confused with Cimon’s later 

operations at Cyprus in connexion with the Egyptian expedition, and all details 

of later historians concerning it which are inconsistent with the statements of 

Thucydides are usually rejected. The small Fr. 48, if it belongs to the inscrip- 

tion about Cimon’s victories which is quoted by Diodorus, is to be placed after 
Fr. 14 (Il. 267-9, n.), and Fr. 28 also perhaps refers to the land-battle of the 

Eurymedon, coming shortly before Fr. 11 (ll. 200-2, n.). 

After the battle of the Eurymedon Diodorus (xi. 63-8) proceeds to narrate 

first the revolt of the Helots and Messenians from Sparta, secondly the war 

between Argos and Mycenae, and then turns to Sicilian affairs before reverting 

to Persian. The corresponding portion of 1610 is missing, unless Fr. 43 refers to 

the revolt of the Helots (ll. 252-4, n.), and Fr. 41 to the Argive-Mycenean war 

(Il. 246-8, n.). 

The third section of the papyrus consists of Frs. 15 and 16, which both refer 

to Persian affairs. Fr. 16, which relates to the plot of Artabanus to kill Xerxes 

and seize the throne, is almost verbally identical with Diodorus. The context of 

Fr. 15, which mentions Artaxerxes, is not quite certain owing to the incomplete- 

ness of the lines ; but most probably this fragment too is concerned with the plot 

of Artabanus, and immediately preceded Fr. 16, affording apparent points of 

contact with both Diodorus and Justin (ll. 119 sqq., n.). 

With regard to Frs. 17-62, Fr. 53 has been assigned to II. 67—9 (p. 101), and 

the most likely positions for Frs. 26 (p. 99). 35 (p. 100), and 48 (p. 102) have been 
indicated, while suggestions have also been made for the possible context of 

Frs. 18 (p. 99), 28 (p. 102), 31 (p. 99), 38 (p. 99), 39 (p. 101), 41 (p. 99), 

and 43 (p. 102). Er. 17 seems to belong to a geographical description 

of some place in connexion with a battle, being comparable e.g. to Diodorus’ 

description of Plataea, but referring to a different place (ll. 134-9, n.). The 

remaining fragments contain hardly any complete words, and no more instances 

of a clear correspondence with Diodorus have been detected. 

The relation of our author to Diodorus will be made clearer by the following 
table of agreements and contrasts. 

(1) Exact correspondences of 1610 with Diodorus. \l. 18-22 (éxeivoy pev i7d 

THS TOAEWS TITYLATHEVOV THY SE TOA GLa Tas exelvou Tpdkets) 3; 30-1 (xaAeTwTaTyD . 

xpos éxeivov); 56-61 (zapadadarrioy ... TéAewn boar per ex THs “EAAddos oar 

aroKiopevar Tapaxphya ovviéeweroe, With a slight alteration in the order; v. 7zf.); 

63-9 (ro r6v MepoGr orddoly wept [tiv Kézpor]. .. . [Bvaxoollars Ter|tHKovtTa T\p{ds| 



1610. EPHORUS, XI (OR X1) 103 

Tpta.kooias «jal rertap|dxorta| with slight variations in the order; wv. 7zf.); 84-8 

(Tov peély otparnyov . 

94-8 (amd ris amelpov Thy. . 

. . (Pepevdarn|y added prdodv 

. TOV TOELLwY pos Tas vats); 267-9 (perhaps from 

. T08 Bao[tk€ws ev T7H| oKHr?) ; 

a metrical inscription of 8 lines quoted by Diodorus ; cf. p. 102). 

(2) Inexact correspondences with Diodorus (additions of Diodorus other than 
verbal changes are in round brackets). 

Line. 1610. 
16-17 ris| 6& rowovrouls bia T]Ov Epyo|v 

22-5 Ths peylotys Tysjs 76 TOV “EAAjvev 

a&imdetoarv 

27-9 colplwrarny Kal duxaijora|tny ..... 

. .{ra[r]n[v] xlat 

30 |yevonern|y 

fe diraeae: 
37-46 “AOnvaior 6€ Kijzmvos Tod MiATiadov 

oTpatnyoovros exmAevoavtes ek BuCavtiov 

peta TOY ovppayev Hidva thy emt Srpv- 

pove Lepr dv éxovtwy efAov Kal |Sxipolv, 

iv vioov... 

58-60 ek Tijs “EAA dos ajoav amwxiopeva 
J ] ] t 

63-6 rolv 7[Gv HepoGy orcdoy Tepl [rhv 
7S / 

Kimpov ov\yrera{yAar| 

66-7 d.axocilats Ter|rHKovTal 

69-75 mapatayxOeioas 6€ Todd’y yxpovor 

ToAAGS Bev TOY KiWouvevovtGv BapBapt- 
nn / / « \ > ’ ° ° 

KOv veov depOepev Exatov 6 avrois av- 
> , ° 

dpacw €ide 

85 aitov 

Diodorus. 

Tls b€ TOLs Epyous . . . TOTOVTOLS 

ETFALpopLev iy’ 

, eee] / 

copwratyy Kal eTLELKETTATHL 

yeyevnpernv 

TeTEOVaKapeV TAapEKavTES 

*AOnvaior orparnyov éEAduevor Kivwva 

tov M. (kal dvvapww a&io\oyov mapaddvres 

e€eneu av emt tv mapadvov ths “Aolas 

BonOjoovra pev tals cvppaxovoas TOAEow, 

eevdepsoovta 6€ Tas Llepouxats ert dpov- 

pats KarexXouevas.) ovTos b€ TapadaBav Tov 

aT0Xov ev Buartiw cal (so Reiske ; cai év 

Bu¢. MSS.; kal é« Bu¢. is suggested by 

the parallel in 1610) kxaram\evoas emi 

TOMY THY dvouaCoperny “Hidva, Tavrnv per 

Hepo@v Karexovtwy €xeipdoato, Skipov be 

IleAacyév évoixovvtwy cat Aoddmor é&e- 

ToALpKnoe Kat Ktlotnv “A@nvaioy Kata- 

oTHoas KaTEeK\npovxyoE THY Xwpar. 

qoav ex THs “EAA, awk. tavras 

Tov oT0A. Tov II. drarpiBew wept rv K. 

dtak. Kal TEVTIK. vavol 

yevopévov & ayvos icxupod (Kai rar 
, , / nn b] , 

oT0h@y apdpotepwv AapmpGs aywviCopevov 
. = ede af € >? a“ \ TO Tedevtatoy evixwy of ~AOnvaior xal) 

mohAas pev TOV evavtioy vads depberpar, 

(mAclous) 6€ TOV ExaTdv civ adTots Tots 
> , e 

avipace cidov 

TOV BapBdpov (Tov Erepor) 
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93 €xOpol ?| dvereAlouy o\vres 

94 |a@o|re vopigovres 

g6 epodov adrots yeyovevar 

gS-101 epevyov troAapBavovtes eEivar q- 

Alas 

IOI—12 ov 8) TOAAOL prey WTO TOY KaTa- 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Ta Tpos adTovs GAAoTplws éxovras(?) 

610 Kal vopioavres 
, Seen 
ETLpopav ELvaL 

@s mpos diAdtas Epevyov 

a ‘ ‘ ” > , \ 

Tijs b€ vuKTos (ovans aoedAjvOU Kal oKO- 

NerpOevrav ext prrdxov an€OvysKov ey Tews) cvveBatve Tiy dyvovay TOAV paAdov 
t 

TH vuxti, ToANOL 8& COvTes HAlcKovTO avEerOar Kal pydeva TadybEs dvvacbat 
m0 x e z Ris 

nepunintovres Tos “EAAnow 61a tiv amo- deliv. 610 Kal TOAAOD pdvov yevopevov bua 

play Omov tpdmow7o Kat Tov [elSjaipyns! ti drakiay Tov BapBapwv 

avtois e|mimerdvta poor 

114-18 restoration uncertain 
ane ae in 7 

124-6 avros xataloxety Tv Bactdretav 

Cf. Il. 114-16, n. 
éxpivev ... THY Bac. els EavToy peTaoTI TAL 

| Bovddp|evos 
3 (} ‘ ‘ 3 ‘ A 

avakowvwodpevos O€ THY ETLBOVARY Tpos 128-32 dve|xowvod[to THY ....|. Ww zpos 
[rov edvodxov| Midpidarny xatalkoyu- M. ror edy. ds qv KaTaKouuortis Tob Sac. 

[ori Tod Baci€lws 

(3) Omissions in Diodorus. \l. 7-14 (different accounts of Themistocles’ 

reception by Xerxes); 15, 25-6, and 32~5 (sentences in the estimate of Themis- 

tocles); 47-51 and 228-30? (the episode of Cimon’s recovery of the bones of 

Theseus); 57 (kaAovpevwr); 75-6 (capture of a Persian admiral); 87 (ovra) ; 

119-22 and 125-7 (details of the plot of Artabanus). Besides these ll. 1-7, 

52-5, 77-83, 111-13, and 134~9, all of which are incomplete and obscure, seem to 

belong to passages not corresponding to anything in Diodorus, as is also the case 

with many of the minor fragments. 

Where 1610 and Diodorus agree as to the sense, but express themselves 

differently, sometimes one, sometimes the other is longer; but on the whole 

Diodorus in the chapters covered by 1610 is distinctly the shorter of the two, 

details and even whole episodes which occur in 1610 being absent in his work. 

We postpone the discussion of the few passages in which he is fuller than 1610, 

until the question of the authorship of the papyrus has been decided (cf. p. 111) ; 

for the present it is sufficient to point out that none of Diodorus’ additional 

sentences or phrases contains anything striking or implies any real divergence 

from 1610, except perhaps in |. 74 (Acéous rév Exatdy for 1610's Exardv with regard 

to the number of ships captured by Cimon off Cyprus). Beside the conspicuous 

points of agreement the differences between 1610 and Diodorus, apart from his 

omissions, in any case appear trivial. 

The remarkably close resemblance between our author and Diodorus must 
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be explained in one of three ways. Either one of the two writers was copying 

the other, or they derived their common information from the same source, i.e. 

from the historian who is now always supposed to underlie Diodorus’ account of 

the Pentecontaétia, Ephorus. Between these alternatives the choice admits in 

our opinion of hardly any doubt. The agreements between 1610 and Diodorus, 

which sometimes amount to the identity of a whole sentence and extend over not 

only the narrative but moral reflexions upon the character of individuals, are too 

marked to be explained satisfactorily by the hypothesis of a common source ; 

and there is no historian among Ephorus’ contemporaries and successors who has 

any particular claim to be regarded as the author of 1610. Theopompus, apart 

from the great antecedent improbability that he would slavishly copy Ephorus 

(or Ephorus him), dealt with the Pentecontaétia in an excursus upon Athenian 

demagogues in Book x of the ®irmixa (Fr. go Grenfell-Hunt), whereas 1610 has 

all the appearance of belonging to a comprehensive history of Greece. The 

detailed description of the plot of Artabanus (Frs. 15-16), which is probably in 

part derived from Ctesias (Il. 119 sqq., n.), does not at all suggest an ’A7r6is, and 

Phanodemus at any rate is excluded by his divergence from 1610 as to the size 

of the Persian fleet in the sea-fight off the Eurymedon or Cyprus (ll. 62-76, n.). 
Callisthenes—apart from the fact that his histories primarily dealt with the fourth 

century b.C.—is excluded by his disagreement with 1610 on the subject of the 
name of the Persian general of the land-forces in the battle of the Eurymedon 

(Il. 84-8, n.). Of the historians (other than Ephorus), who according to Plut. 

Themist. 27 (cf. ll. 7-12, n.) represented Themistocles as a suppliant to Xerxes, 

like 1610, Dinon and Heraclides wrote histories of Persia, not of Greece, 

Clitarchus an account of Alexander’s Asiatic campaigns. Cratippus, whose 
claims required to be considered in connexion with the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 

(842), wrote a continuation of Thucydides. 1610 might conceivably be the work 

of another historian of about the age of Diodorus, following Ephorus with equal 

fidelity; but it is much more likely that the agreements between 1610 and 

Diodorus are due to the circumstance that one work was the immediate authority 

for the other. 

The hypothesis that 1610 is based upon Diodorus may safely be dismissed. 

The papyrus was written only about two centuries after him, and the view that 

it represents the work of a historian of the Roman period, who was copying 
Diodorus, is open to several objections. Of Diodorus himself there are no extant 

papyri and Plutarch is equally unrepresented. The circulation in Egypt of the 

works of the later Greek historians was evidently rather limited, and about 
A.D, 200 people still preferred the more famous writers (cf. p. 110). The partial 

survival of Diodorus, who is never cited by heathen writers, though the title of 
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his history was known to Pliny, is due to the circumstance that his work happened 

to suit the Christians (Schwartz in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencycl. v. 664); and to 

suppose that he served as the main authority for another and _ still more 

elaborate history of Greece composed not later than A.D. 150 is to attribute to 

him an importance to which he has no claim. 12, a historical composition of the 

Roman period in Egypt, illustrates the kind of synchronistic Graeco-Roman 

annals which were utilized by Diodorus (cf. Schwartz, of. cit. v. 665), but bears 

no resemblance to 1610. A survey of the differences between our author’s and 

Diodorus’ accounts of the same events (cf. pp. 102-4) is distinctly unfavourable 

to the hypothesis that 1610 is the later of the two. Thus in narrating the 

capture of Scyros our author is much more detailed, describing incidents which 

are ignored by Thucydides and Diodorus, but not by Plutarch. The new details 

in 1610 concerning the sea and land battles near the Eurymedon, though perhaps 
of no great historical value, at any rate indicate a serious historian of a higher 

calibre and distinctly better informed than Diodorus. There is every reason to 

suppose that our author was earlier, not later, than Diodorus, and the way is now 

clear fora discussion of the remaining hypothesis, that Diodorus was copying our 

author, who is no other than Ephorus himself. 

The identification of our author with Ephorus is supported by many con- 

siderations. (1) Ephorus was a well-known and popular writer, extensively used 

by writers of the Roman period, so that his works would be expected to turn up 

in Egypt. 

(2) The most important argument of all is that 1610 coincides with Ephorus 

and Diodorus both as to the visit of Themistocles to Xerxes, not Artaxerxes 

(cf. p. 99), and the name of the Persian general Pherendates (Il. 84-8, n.), while 

1610’s and Diodorus’ figure (340) of the ships in the Persian fleet in the sea-battle 

off Cyprus is practically identical with the figure (350) ascribed to Ephorus 

(ll. 62-76, n.). The slight difference may well be due either to a corruption in 

the MSS. of Plutarch (v for »), or to a rounding-off of Ephorus’ figure by that 

writer. These three are the only extant pieces of direct evidence concerning 

Ephorus’ narrative of the events covered by the papyrus, and the coincidence 

with regard to Pherendates, whose name is a certain restoration in |. 86, is 

particularly weighty. 

(3) The close relationship between 1610 and Diodorus, though this resem- 

blance often extends beyond the point which with the scanty available evidence 

could hitherto be proved as regards Ephorus and Diodorus, is in the main such 

as has been generally considered to exist between those two historians ; cf. pp. 105 

and 111-2 and Schwartz, of. czt. v. 679. 

(4) The general relation of 1610 to Plutarch, who has been thought (e. g. by 
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Busolt) to have followed other historians, e.g. Theopompus, Heraclides, and 

Callisthenes, more than Ephorus in dealing with the Pentecontaétia, is also quite 

in keeping with what would be expected to be found in Ephorus. Particular 

statements of Plutarch with regard to Ephorus are verified (all three pieces 

of evidence discussed in (2) are obtained from Plutarch); but as a rule Plutarch 

preferred a different authority, though his account of Cimon’s recovery of the 

bones of Theseus may have been obtained from 1610 (Il. 49-51, n.). 

(5) The traces of connexion between 1610 and (1) Justin (ll. 119 sqq., n.), 

who certainly used Ephorus, (2) Polyaenus, (3) Frontinus (ll. 62-76, n.), and 

(4) Aristodemus (Il. 7-12, 62—76, nn.), are such as would be expected to occur, if 

Ephorus is the author. 

(6) The account of the capture of Eion in 1610 (ll. 37-46, n.) is borrowed 

straight from Thucydides, whom Ephorus is supposed to have used. Elsewhere 
he differs conspicuously from Thucydides, as was known, with regard to two 

incidents which occur in 1610, the appeal of Themistocles to Xerxes and the sea- 
fight off Cyprus (ll. 7-12 and 62-76, nn.), an apparent indirect allusion being 

made to Thucydides’ account of the former incident. 
(7) The arrangement of the narrative in 1610, in which events are evidently 

grouped not annalistically as in Thucydides, but rather according to subject, is in 

accordance with the definite statement of Diodorus v. 1 concerning the arrange- 

ment adopted by Ephorus (xara yevos: cf. p. 110). 

(8) The disposition of our author to digress and moralize, which is illustrated 

by his excursus upon Themistocles, is quite in harmony with Polybius’ reference 

(xii. 28) to Ephorus’ fondness for zapexBdoers and yrmpodoyia. 

(9) The interest shown by our author in antiquarian lore, exemplified by 

the excursus on Theseus (p. 100), accords very well with Ephorus’ known interest 

in that subject (cf. Schwartz, of. cit. vi. 13). 

(10) The prominence of the Athenians in 1610 is in keeping with the 

supposed sympathies of Ephorus (cf. Schwartz, of. c7t. vi. 14), though these have 

been disputed (cf. Walker, He//. Oxy. 107). 

(11) The historical arguments are to some extent reinforced by linguistic 

evidence, for there is a general similarity of style between 1610 and the extant 

fragments of Ephorus. Actual quotations of his words are very few, but there 

are occasional agreements in them with 1610 in points of diction (cf. ll. 26, 94-9, 

102-4, 114-16, nn.), though these are not very striking. The careful avoidance 

of hiatus (cf. Il. 59-60), the monotonous frequency of antitheses, and a decided 

tendency to verbosity, especially in the reflexions upon Themistocles, accord very 

fairly with the judgements of ancient critics upon Ephorus’ style; cf. Cicero, 

Flortens. Fr. 12 quid... Ephoro mitius inveniri potest?; Brut. 204 lenissimum 
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Ephori ingenium ; Dio Chrys. xviii, p. 283 "E@opos 6& sodA pev totopiay mapa- 

tdwouv, TO 6€ UntLov Kal dveysevoy THs amayyeAlas cor ovK emiTHdELov. The digression 

on Themistocles, if, as is practically certain, the whole of Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 was 

taken with very little change from our author, contains somewhat more rhetoric 

than would be expected to appear in Ephorus, and is nearer to Frs. 217 and 283 

(Grenfell-Hunt) of Theopompus, which also have a series of rhetorical questions, 

than to anything in Ephorus’ extant fragments. But for reasons which have 

been given (p. 105) Theopompus is quite unsuitable as the author of 1610, and in 

spite of the well-known saying of Isocrates about his two illustrious pupils that 

Ephorus required the spur, Theopompus the bit, the two disciples of that master 

probably had many rhetorical devices in common. 

Our conclusion therefore is that at last there is a papyrus which, especially 
in view of its coincidences with fragments of Ephorus, and its close agreements 

with Diodorus, can be ascribed to Ephorus with overwhelming probability. 
The books of Ephorus’ ‘Ioropiat which dealt with the period round that 

which is covered by 1610 were x-xiii; cf. Schwartz, of. cit. vi. 5. Fr.107 (Miiller) 

from Book x is concerned with Miltiades at Paros and belongs to the interval 

between Marathon and Salamis. A fragment from Schol. Aristid. p. 515. 22 

(Muller, FHG. iv. 642) refers to the fine of 50 talents imposed on Miltiades 
and paid by Cimon when a young man (Plut. (zon 4), i.e. before the events 

recorded in 1610. The scholiast gives as his source "Eqopos év tm ™p#Tn, which is 

usually corrected to évéexdrn. There is also a difficulty about the number of the 
book in Eph. Fr. 109 ; for his discussion of various opinions upon the causes of 

the rise of the Nile is ascribed by most MSS. of Theo Progymmn. to Book xi, but 

one MS. has ey ri wéuatn in the margin, and Joannes Lydus, in referring to the 

same discussion, attributes it 7% mpéry, which has been usually corrected, as in 

the other case, to évdexdry. Miiller accepts zéux7y as right on the reasonable, 

and in our opinion sufficient ground that Book v was geographical and is 

known to have been concerned with Asia and Libya; but Schwartz (/. c.) accepts 

évoekd7n, Suggesting (what does not seem very probable) that an excursus on 

Egypt may have occurred in connexion with the revolt of Inarus, which is 

narrated by Diodorus in the chapters immediately following those corresponding 

to Frs. 15-16 of 1610. After Fr. 109 there is no fragment of Ephorus which can 

be assigned with certainty to a particular event and book until Fr. 126 from 

Book xvii is reached. This records the death of Alcibiades and corresponds 

to Diod. xiv. 11. Fr. 110, however, a mention of a Sicilian island Tvyxéa in 

Book xii, is doubtfully connected by Schwartz (/.c.) with the expulsion of 

Thrasybulus from Syracuse in about 466 B.C. (Diod. xi. 68), and Fr. 124, a 

mention of “Evreda in Sicily in Book xvi, is thought by him to refer probably 
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to the early history of Dionysius (cf. Diod. xiv. 9). It is therefore not clear to 

which book 1610 belonged ; but evidently xi or xii is the most suitable. 

The new discovery in any case adds fresh fuel to the controversy concerning 

the authorship of two other papyri from the same site, the Hellentca Oxyrhynchia 

(842) and a fragment concerning the Orthagoridae in Sicyon (1365). In our first 

edition of 842 we discussed the claims of Ephorus, Theopompus, and Cratippus 
to be regarded as the author, and eventually decided doubtfully in favour of 

Theopompus, a hypothesis which was advocated by E. Meyer and found con- 

siderable favour in Germany, but very little in this country. The claims of 

Cratippus were formerly advocated by Walker (AVio viii. 356-71) and are still 

supported by the latest editor of the He//. Oxy., J. H. Lipsius. The case for 

Ephorus has been well stated by Judeich (Rei. Mus. 1911. 94-139), and more 

fully by Walker (Hed//. Oxy. 1912), whose able advocacy has gained many 

adherents. With regard to 1865 our view that Ephorus (or Aristotle ?) might be 

the author has been disputed by M. Lenchantin de Gubernatis (Az¢i Acc. Torino, 

li. 290-305), on the ground that the oracle mentioned by Diodorus referred to 

Andreas himself, implying that he was to be the first tyrant, whereas 1365 states 

that Andreas’ son Orthagoras was the first tyrant. This objection, however, 

does not seem to us insuperable, for Diodorus’ words are 67 Suxvwviois expyoev 1 

IIv0ia Exarov €tyn paotryovoyybecOar aditovs. emepwrnodvtay 6€ adtéy Tis 6 Tatra 

Tosov Tadrw arexptOn @ av KatanAeboartes TPOTH yEyernPEvoY vidY aKOTwoW « 

which points to the vids (Orthagoras) as the important person. 

The authorship of 842 is too large a question to be adequately rediscussed 

here, but the main bearings of the new find upon the problem, assuming that we 

are right in attributing 1610 to Ephorus, may be indicated. Firstly, the agree- 

ments between 842 and Diodorus, which could only be explained by his direct 
or indirect use of the author of 842, and which constituted the most solid 
argument in favour of the view that Ephorus was the writer in question (cf. Part v. 
125-7; Walker, of. cit. 50 sqq.), are less marked indeed than the correspondences 
of 1610 with Diodorus in Frs. 3, 8-11, 16, but are on much the same level as 
those in Frs. 4-6, 12+13,15. Secondly, the relation of 842 to Plutarch and 
Justin is similar to that of 1610 to those authors. In both papyri the connexion 
with Plutarch is slight, but their influence upon Justin is traceable. Thirdly, 
the scale of the history in the two papyri is not dissimilar, when allowances are 
made for the comparative paucity of evidence for the more ancient period. 1610, 
though its account of the capture of Eion reproduces the brevity of Thucydides, 
not the details of Herodotus (cf. ll. 37-46, n.), was evidently on a large scale, 
being even more detailed than Diodorus, so far as can be judged. Hence the 
discovery of 1610 goes some way to remove the supposed difficulty (cf. Part v, 
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7. c., and in answer to it Walker, of. céz. 32 sqq.) that Ephorus’ history was less 

detailed than 842. Fourthly, while in 842 the narrative was arranged chrono- 

logically in the style of Thucydides, in 1610 the arrangement bears no sign of 

being annalistic, and was evidently to a large extent according to subject; 

cf. p. 1¢7. Here 1610 rather damages the position of Judeich, who (af. cé¢. 110) 

minimized one of the chief difficulties in the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, the 

fact that according to Diodorus v. 1 Ephorus’ history was arranged xara yévos, 

and maintained that Ephorus did write more or less annalistically. Waiker’s 

position, on the other hand, is less affected, for he had acutely divined (of. c7¢. 30—1) 

from Diodorus’ account of the Pentecontaétia that Ephorus’ account of it was 

arranged according to subject, not annalistically, just as in fact 1610 shows it to 

have been with regard to two of the three incidents selected by Walker as 

evidence (Themistocles in Persia, and Cimon’s operations up to the battle of the 

Eurymedon). This divergence, however, between 1610 and 842 (which belongs 

to Book xviii, if it is by Ephorus) remains something of a difficulty in spite 

of Walker’s arguments (of. cz¢t. 32 sqq.) for the view that in the later books of 

Ephorus greater respect was paid to the annalistic method. Fifthly, speeches 

in the style of Thucydides do not occur in either papyrus, but each of them has 

at least one excursus (842 on the Boeotian constitution, 1610 on Themistocles ; 

that in 842. x on the character of an individual is too incomplete to be at all 

intelligible). Lastly, there are rather more agreements in diction between 

1610 and 842 (cf. 15-17, 56-61, 73-4, 94-9, 101, 104, 121, 123, nn.) than 

between 1610 and the extant fragments of Ephorus (cf. p. 107), which owing to 

the length of 842 is not surprising, and the general style of 842 is not unlike 

that of 1610. 

With regard to 1865, the circumstance that the parallel account in a frag- 

ment of Diodorus breaks off just before the point at which the papyrus begins 

prevents us from knowing the extent of their resemblance ; but they combine in 
most respects remarkably well. The fondness for the genitive absolute and the 

repetition of the article with an adjective placed after a substantive, which were 

noted (Part xi. 107) as characteristics of 1865, do not appear in 1610, but the 

general style is not at all dissimilar. The wide range of the library to which 1610 

belonged and, to a less extent, that of the library containing 842 (1365 was found 

with only a couple of Homeric fragments) render us unwilling to lay much 

stress on the circumstance that all three papyri, which are approximately con- 

temporaneous, come from the same site. In about A.D. 200 copies of most of 

the Greek authors of the first rank and many of the second and third were 

probably still in circulation at Oxyrhynchus. But the historian who would be 

expected to come next in popularity to Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon 
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is Ephorus, not Theopompus, whose works had already begun to perish in 

Diodorus’ time (Theop. Fr. 28 Grenfell-Hunt, Bv¥BAovs bxt® zpos tais mevTi}Kovta 

e€ év wévre Stahwvodtowy) ; and if, as we are rather disposed to infer from the joint 

connexion with Diodorus, 842, 1865, and 1610 are the work of one author, he is 

certainly Ephorus. 
To summarize the chief points of value in 1610 from the point of view of our 

identification of its author with Ephorus, (1) the most important is that it enables 

us to realize for the first time at all adequately the debt of Diodorus, particularly 

in Book xi, to that author. That the younger historian was under great 

obligations to the older has long been supposed, but, since Diodorus also used 

various other authors, the extent and method of his use of Ephorus, whose name 

he rarely mentions, had nearly always to be guessed rather than proved. That 

he sometimes incorporated whole sentences or even chapters with little or no 

change, at other times merely paraphrased or abbreviated his main authority, 

compressing some details and omitting some episodes altogether, but adding, so 
far as 1610 goes (cf. pp. 102-4), hardly anything of his own, is not only new 

but very valuable information. Where Diodorus is perceptibly longer than or 

different from Ephorus in 1610, the new matter is probably in the main an 
amplification introduced for the sake of variety (Il. 37-46, 101-10) or a mere 

rhetorical exaggeration (Il. 69-75), though in regard to the latter passage some 

of Diodorus’ variations may be due to deference for Thucydides (ll. 62-76, n.). 

It is particularly instructive that Diodorus’ account of the twofold battle of the 
Eurymedon, which is just one of the cases where his precise relation to Ephorus 

was most in doubt owing to the divergent evidence of Polyaenus (Il. 62-76, n.), 

proves to be on the whole a very faithful reproduction of the older historian, and 

that a digression such as that in Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 on Themistocles is now 

shown to have been borrowed almost verbally from Ephorus. Evidently 

Diodorus was a writer of very slight originality, and a future editor of Ephorus’ 

fragments will be able to include most of Diod. xi with confidence. His debt 

to Ephorus in that book is almost as great as are his obligations to Agatharchides 

in iii. 12~45, where a comparison of Diodorus with the excerpts of Agatharchides 

[lept ris €pvdpas Oaddoons preserved by Photius shows that everything in Diodorus 

down to the most minute details is borrowed from the older writer. —Theopompus 

on the other hand, so far as the Pentecontaétia is concerned, does not seem to have 

been utilized to any serious extent by Diodorus. The effect of 1610 upon 

the criticism of other books of Diodorus, especially xii-xv, is also likely to be 
considerable, but the discussion of these falls outside our present scope. It is 

clear, however, that much of Diodorus’ work, which could be ignored, so long 

as his statements were regarded as merely those of a writer of the Augustan 
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age, will henceforth have to be treated with the respect due to the celebrated 

fourth century B. C. historian whom he was to a large extent copying. 

(2) There is now much more material for estimating the scale of Ephorus’ 

history of the fifth century B.c. Diodorus seems to have incorporated most of 

the essential parts, but by no means all the details and digressions, and Ephorus, 

as is shown by the account of the land-battle of the Eurymedon and the plot of 

Artabanus, evidently wrote at very considerable length, though his account 
of the capture of Eion ignores the material available from Herodotus, and the 
sea-fight off Cyprus is described in a few lines. His system in dealing with the 

Pentecontaétia was to group events by subjects, not by definite years, an 

arrangement which led Diodorus into great confusion about the chronology of 

this period. But in dealing with the fourth century B.C., which occupied the 

second half of Ephorus’ icropiar, he may have employed a different method. 

(3) With regard to the sources of Ephorus, 1610 exhibits one clear case of 

direct borrowing from Thucydides (Il. 37-46, n.), and an apparent reference to 

him in an allusion to authorities vaguely described as of yey (1. 8, n.); but in 

other respects 1610 comes into marked conflict with him ; cf. p.107. Herodotus 

is not utilized in connexion with the capture of Eion, and Frs. 15-16 do not 

display any verbal connexion with the [lepouxa of Ctesias, though Diodorus’ 

language in a passage in this context betrays a use of that author ; cf. ll. 119 sqq.,n. 

There is now more reason than ever to suppose that the metrical inscription 

upon Cimon’s victories was quoted by Diodorus from Ephorus (Il. 267-9, n.). 

(4) Of later writers, other than Diodorus, who dealt with the Pentecontaétia, 

Plutarch kept Ephorus’ history in view, but preferred to follow other authorities, 

while echoes of Ephorus are found in Justin, Aristodemus, Polyaenus, and 

Frontinus (p. 107). 

(5) For Ephorus’ style the evidence is still scanty, and it is difficult to judge 

it fairly from fragments so discontinuous and brief as those in 1610. But it does 

not seem to have been much better than that of Diodorus, the leading charac- 

teristics of it being easiness, verbosity, and tameness, with a tendency to 

break into rhetoric (cf. pp. 107-8). 

(6) The discovery of 1610 affects many points in the controversy concerning 

the authorship of 842, and to a less extent that of 1865. On the whole it rather 

supports the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, since it tends to remove the difficulty 

caused by the elaborate scale of that work, and reinforces the most solid 

argument for ascribing it to Ephorus, the evident traces of connexion between 

842 and Diodorus. In the light of 1610 it is increasingly difficult to explain 

those agreements with Diodorus from the point of view that 842 is the work of 

Theopompus or Cratippus. On the other hand the resemblances between 1610 
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and Diodorus often reach far beyond the point attained by 842, and the principal 

obstacle to the attribution of 842 to Ephorus remains in a somewhat accentuated 
form, the strictly chronological system imitated from Thucydides, which is found 

in 842, as contrasted with Ephorus’ arrangement according to subject, which is 

well illustrated by 1610. With regard to 1865 there is less evidence for the 

extent of its resemblance to Diodorus, but the hypothesis that it came from an 

early book of Ephorus still remains attractive. 

Ephorus, in spite of his celebrity and wealth of new information not to be 

found in Herodotus, Thucydides, or Xenophon, was not a great historian, and to 

judge by 1610 it may be doubted whether in his treatment of the fifth century B. C., 
which brought him into frequent conflict with Thucydides, many of the novelties 

were of real historical value. The servility of Diodorus, who, as it now appears, 

followed Ephorus almost blindly through that period, and was practically 

incapable of original composition, has probably prevented us from losing very 

much when Books x—xv of the older historian perished. With his history of the 
fourth century B.C. the case is different. Here Ephorus is likely to have been as 

well informed as Xenophon, Theopompus, or any other, and if he was the author 

of the account of Agesilaus’ and Conon’s campaigns and the excursus on the 
Boeotian constitution in 842, his merits were by no means inconsiderable. Even 

with regard to quite early Greek history he was sometimes, if 1865 is from his 

work, distinctly independent of Herodotus and rather valuable. 

It is in any case satisfactory that with the recovery of these fragments of 

Ephorus’ history of the Pentecontaétia the ‘higher criticism’ of Diodorus not 
only can point henceforth to several substantial verifications of the methods of 

modern research in ancient history, but enters a new phase. 
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the beginning of |. 5 project, and A could be read in place of a. evay||y/e|Aov (cf. 1. 12) is 
excluded by the fact that only the plural of this word occurs in Attic. Bury suggests 
ema|yte| vat aval, « |aoy [clove [avds, referring to a previous account of the flight of Themistocles 

(Frs. 1-5 are themselves part of a digression anticipating the chronological order of events ; 
cf. ]. 37 and p. 99). The letter following can be e, but the hiatus -vac ava- is an objec- 
tion to this restoration; cf. p. 107. 

6. e{s| ra: of the letter following « all that survives is the tip of a stroke which might 
be vertical or horizontal. evra or exra could be read, but suggests no suitable word. 

7-12. Cf. p. 99, Thuc. 1. 137 eomeurer ypdppara mpds Baovdea ‘AprakepEny tov Zepfou 
vewoti Bacievovra. edndov dé 1) ypadpr) Ott OcpuoToKANs Tkw Tapa oe, Os Kaka pev TAEioTa “EAAjVoY 

elpyacpar Tov buerepoy vikoy, 6oov xpovoy Tov oy TaTepa emdvTa emol avayky NuLvvduny, TOAD & ert TAEL@ 
ayaba, ered) ev TH doganel pev epol, exelvy He ev emcxvdUv@ Taw 7 drroKod)) eytyveTo. Kal jot evepyeoia 
Opeiherar (ypayas tHy Te ex Ladapivos mpodyyeow THS dvaxwpyoews Kal Thy Tay yepupar, 
iw Wevdas mpooemoujcaro, téte Sv adrov ov biddvow), Kai viv éxov ..., Plut. Zhemist. 27 
Gouxvbidys pev otv Kai Xdpov 6 Aapyvaknvds iatopodor reOvnxdtos ZépEov mpos tov vidy avrod to 

Oepuiarokdel yeverOar thy evrev&iv" “Eopos 8€ kat Aetvwy kal KXeitapxos kal ‘HpaxdelSns, ere 
8 aGdAou mAeloves, mpds avrov adixeoOar tov =épéyv. ois d€ yporikvis Soxet padAov 6 Covkvdidns 
ouppéperbar, Kaimep ov8 adtois atpepa ovvtatrépevos. ‘The following account of the reception 

of Themistocles by Artabanus the x:Aéapyos, who is identical with the Artabanus to whom 
Frs. 15-16 refer (cf. ll. 119 sqq., n.), is stated by Plutarch to be derived from Phanias, with a 
few extra details obtained from Eratosthenes zepi mAovrov, and Phanias too, as is observed 
by Busolt, iii. 1327, seems to have represented Xerxes as still reigning at the time of 
Themistocles’ arrival; cf. ]. 8, n. Plutarch does not state his source for the two next 

chapters (28-9), which relate in detail the reception of Themistocles by the Persian king 
and the honours paid to him, being partly derived from Thucydides, partly from some one 
else (Heraclides? Busolt, iii. 129"). A different version of the letter recorded by Thucydides 
is put into Themistocles’ mouth, jjko co, Bacided, Oemrorokdys . . . @ TwohAd pev deidovor 
Tlepoa kaka, mAciw b€ ayaba Kodioarte thy Slwkw, dre THs “EAAados ev aodadet yevouerns mapecyxe 

Ta olka. gwtdpeva xapioacOai te Kai tiv. Diodorus xi. 56. 8 shows more interest in the 
stratagem by which Lysithides introduced Themistocles to Xerxes (cf. ll, 246-8, n.) than 
in Themistocles’ defence of himself before the king, which is described quite briefly 
kakeivou OdvTos T@® OeutorokAet Néoyov Kai paOdvtos ws ovdey Siknoev. Aristodemus 10 kat 

imepvyoey adtoy (sc. Artaxerxes) trav evepyeo@y ds éddxer xatatebciabar cis Tov matépa adTow 

Zépénv, Nywv Kal tis cwrTnpias ait@ yeyevnoOar airtos | evde|iEal s Nicew Tods “ENAlnvas 7d Cedypa, 

though primarily based on Thucydides, shows traces of a knowledge of Ephorus ; ef. ll. 62— 
76, n. Nepos (Zhemzst. g) follows Thucydides, seto plerosgue tta scripsitsse, Themistoclem 
Xerxe regnante in Asiam -transisse. Sed ego potissimum Thucydidi credo . . ., quoting the 
letter to Artaxerxes dem multo plura bona fect postguam in tuto ipse et rile in periculo esse 
coepit. Nam cum in Asiam revert vellet, proelio apud Salamina facto, litteris eum certiorem 
Ject td agi ut pons quem in Flellesponto fecerat dissolveretur atque ab hostibus circumiretur : quo 
nuntio ille pertculo est lberatus. The earliest authority for the view that Xerxes, not 
Artaxerxes, was the king in question is Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Aristid. ii. 293 
(cf.1608). The date of Themistocles’ arrival in Persia continues to be a matter of dispute : 
Busolt, iii. 1327, sides with Thucydides, and assigns that event to a period shortly after the 
spring of 464. 

8. oc pev: cf. the previous n. Thucydides is probably included, for the expressions in 
ll. 11-12 seem to be derived from him, though auvr[ov is apparently Xerxes, not Artaxerxes, 
cf. the next n. Dinon may also be meant, for he was approximately Ephorus’ con- 
temporary. Clitarchus and Heraclides, who were younger, can hardly have been referred 
to by Ephorus, nor can Phanias (cf. the previous n.), who was the disciple of Aristotle. 
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8-9. ume |mnoev aut ov: we prefer vmeluvncev to ave|uyyoev on account of the parallel 
in Aristodemus ro cited above. His work, the date of which is unknown, is based mainly 
on Herodotus and Thucydides, but its frequent resemblances to Diodorus, especially as to 
the causes of the Peloponnesian War, suggest the use of Ephorus, and tméyynoev atrév looks 
like a reminiscence of the present passage. avz[ov, however, here is, we think, Xerxes not 
Artaxerxes, because (1) there is no mention of the king’s father (cf. Thuc. /.c.); (2) the 
accession of Artaxerxes is described by Diodorus in a much later chapter, to which 
Frs. 15-16 refer; (3) Ephorus is definitely known to have agreed with the majority of 
historians that Xerxes was the reigning king. ‘The difficulty is that owing to the loss 
of the second part of the sentence from 1]. 14 onwards it is not clear whether our author 
accepted the opinion of of pé& or not. If he rejected it, then avz[ov might be Artaxerxes 
and Fr. 1 would be more suitably placed after Fr. 16, with a backward reference in ll. 5-7 
to the account of Themistocles in Persia which must in any case have preceded Frs. 2-5. 
This would have the advantage of making the suggested connexion between ll. 7-12 and 
both Thucydides and Aristodemus closer ; but we are unwilling to separate Fr. 1 so widely 
from Frs. 2-5, seeing that Themistocles e the subject of them all. To retain Fr. 1 where 
it is, and make avz{ov Artaxerxes, with a possible forward reference in Il. 5-7 to a subsequent 
mention of Artaxerxes, is a possible compromise ; but with [zpo|jyyede the most natural dative 
to be supplied is aig, i.e. Xerxes, not r@ warpi avrov which would be required by the identifica- 
tion of avz[oy with Artaxerxes. 

10. rlavpalyas: cf. 1. 13, Hdt. viii. 75, Thuc. /.c., Diod. xi. 17, Plut. Themis. 12 
and 28. 

I. Ts ylepupas : cf. Hdt. vili. 110 ras ev “EMAnorovtm yepdpas Avew, Thuc. /.¢., Diod. xi 

19. 5 Tov madaywyov Tay idiwv viav aréoreihe mpos Tov ZépEnv dyacovra didte péANovow ot “EAAnves 
mevoavres emt TO Cetypa vew tHy yepvpav, and the next n. Diodorus’ employment of 

the singular (Hdt. and Thuc. have the plural) confirms y[epupas here; but the stroke 
following ms might be round just as well as straight. 

25 [mpo|nyyetre : cf. Thue. Z.c. mpoayyedow. [eE]nyyerre would also be suitable; cf. Plut. 

Them, 12 ov éxméuner mpos tov Zepény kpupa kedevoas eye Ste OepiotokAjs 6 Tov “AOnvaiwy 

atparnyos aipotpevos Ta Baoiews eGayyeddet mpOros alta Tos “EAAnvas a7odudpacKovtas. 

Fr. 2. ris 6€.. .|ov eomovd[ace ; 8 GIBE ?] be Too ovrol s dua? rlav epyaly 

15-17. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 2 tis 5€ mpos dracav tiv ex THs Acias Sivapy avactar@ 
T mOer Trapataxbeis eviknoe; Tis B€ Tols Epyors ev elpyvy tHy marpida Svvatiy KkatecKevace 
togovtas (rovrus MSS.; roovros or rocovros Reiske). |e» can be a participle or the 
end of a phrase like 6a ray épyor. With eomovd ace Cf, 842. xiv. 7 eorovdalov exmohepaoat. 

Frs. 3-5. .... és[civor pev tnd THs TOA as] Tian pevor, a[hv] dé modw dia z[a]s execvou 
mpage! is THS meylarys TiuNs UTo Tev ‘EM jvav a&iwbeicar, i) peyadny [nyenovi? 2 av olov... co\p wrarny 

kal dtxarlord|ty 2. ee Jra{r| r{v] rat xaXen |ordrny [ yevopern| v pos exe[ivov. a & b]rohapSdvor{ ow 

6rt ci)rep éBovdy [An € ex? 8o|dvau THY 7 1yepnovia ?|v 6 

. that while he was dishonoured by the city, the city owing to his achievements 
was held by the Greeks to be worthy of the highest honour, which (city founded) . . 
a great empire... (the city) which was the wisest and justest became the most... and 
severe to him. Some suppose that, even if he wished to surrender the hegemony, ...’ 

18 sqq. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 3 diérep Grav ro peyebos Tov epywr aitov Cewprcapev 
kal okomovvTes Ta KaTa pepos EUpmpey EKElvOY pev LTO THS TOEwS HTiLAgpEvoy, Tiy Se TOALY Bia 
Tas éxelvou mpdgers craipoperny, cikdtws tHv SoKotcay eivat Tay dratav TOAewv aopwrTdtyy Kal 
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emetkeoTatyy XaheTwrdthy mpos Ekeivoy ctpicxopey yeyevnpuevny.  ev{p|o[nev] is inadmissible 
in ]. 18. 

21-2. z[als exewov mpaées: cf. ll. 193-4, where the phrase perhaps recurs, suggesting 
that Fr. 26 belongs to this context. 

22-5. Diodorus has only one word here in place of seven: cf. p. 103. 
26. (nyenor|av: cf. Ephorus Fr. 67 teXeurjoavtos yap éxeivov (Epaminondas) rv tyyepoviav 

aroBarew evOds rovs OnBaiouvs. oover is inadmissible. 

27-31. Cf. Diod. 7.c. The division of lines in Frs. 4+ 5 is uncertain, but there is 
hardly any doubt that Fr. 5, containing the supposed ends of Il. 29-31, is rightly joined 
to the other. Bury suggests add\os before co\p\ wralrny and pa|ravolra|r |p|] before x{ de. Gr 

1b BA, ais 
30-1. [yevo|uern|y: [yeyern|nern|v (cf. Diod. 7. c.) seems too long for the lacuna. 
32. v|roAapBavor[or: cf. 1]. 94-9, n. ‘The adopted restoration of ll. 32—5 was proposed 

by Bury. «SovAy[6n exdolvrae produces a hiatus, which is unsatisfactory (cf. ll. 4-5, n.); but 
mpodolvva seems too long, if xader|wrarny is the beginning of |. 30. With the division 
xalNer |orarny, however, mpo|\So |uvae could be read; cf. ll.27-31, n. The division XaNe|n |orarny 

would create a great difficulty in 1. 31, for there would not be room for |yy|y or |caly 
and a participle is wanted there, the » being nearly certain. 

34. The vestige of a letter before va suggests y, 7, or v, so that r]qv arifay is unsatis- 
factory, though the doubtful 7 can be « aza{eay is possible, but with another word than 
nryepova |, for which cf. I. 26,n. 

IMs eh 4 6 0 eipn| pev Leas 6bev| mrape€| «3 \npev. "A( On Jvaioe [d]e K[ i |uwvos rou MuAriddov 

atparnyov|vt jos éxm\evoavtes ek Bulaytiov peta T@v cuppayov "He \ova THY emt Srp[ upd |e Tlepo@v 

exdv|ta|v tov Kal [Sxipo|v, hy vnaloly... 

«... from which we digressed. The Athenians under the command of Cimon son of 
Miltiades sailed out from Byzantium with their allies, and captured Eion on the Strymon, 
which was in the possession of the Persians, and Scyros, which island. . .’ 

36-7. Probably Tots || etpn| mevors or Tay || etpn| mevor. For ober] ef. Arist. Lh. Nic. i. 5. 1 obey 

mapeeBnuev, and for mrapeé| €8 |nnev Diod. xi. 59. 4 mept pev ody THs GentotoKA€ovs daperns ef Kal 
meTeovdkapev TapexBdvtes, GAN’ ovv ovk ad&ov... The digression evidently contained the 
estimate of Themistocles (Frs. 2-5); but the fibres of the verso of Fr. 6 suggest that 
it belongs to a different column. Bury suggests something like exavoper 8 rocovtwy mepi rou 
OcputToKdeous | etpy| meveor : cf. }l.4—5, n. 

37-46. Cf. pp. 99-100, Hdt. vii. 107, where the heroic defence of Eion by Béyys is 
described in some detail, Thuc. i. 98 (the source of the present passage; cf. p. 107) mparoy 
ev Hidva thy emt Ztpupdve Mydov exdvtwv modcopkia ethov Kai jvdparddicav, Kipwvos Tod MiAtiddou 
atpatnyouvtos. éxerra XKOpov rHy ev TH Alyaiw vigov, Hy @eovv Addores, Hvdparddioay Kal Oxiray 
airoi, and Diod. xi. 60. 1-2 “A@nvator otpatnydv EXopevor Kipwva toy MiAtiddou «ra. (cited on 
p- 103), which is longer than 1610, but adds nothing new about the capture of Eion, and 
bears distinct traces of derivation from 1610, especially the mentions of Byzantium and Pelasgi 

(cf. p. 100). Plutarch’s account (Cimon 7) Kipwv S€ tov ovppaywv 75n mpookexwpyKoray ait@ 
orparnyos eis Opaxny emhevoe, wvvOavépevos Lepaay avdpas evdd£ous kai ovyyeveis Baoews ’Hidva 

TOAW Tapa TO Srpvpdve Keyevnv ToTaW@ KaTExovTas EvoxAely Tois TEpt TOY TdmoV eketvov “ENAnoL. 
TpO@Tov pev ovy avtols pax Tovs Llepoas eviknae Kai KaTeKhewwev eis THY TOAW" EnetTa TOds UTEP Stpr- 

péva Opaxas «rd., Which proceeds to narrate the story of Boyns (here called Bovrns) told by Hdt., 
is based on other historians than Ephorus. 

46. [Sxupolv: cf. Thuc. and Diod. //. cc. Our author was much more detailed ; 
chek 7. 
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Fr. 7, 49-51. Cf. p. 100 and Plut. Czmon 8, where the story of Cimon’s recovery of 
the bones of Theseus is narrated in detail, being possibly based on Ephorus, especially the 
mention of Lycomedes, muvOavdpevos S€ tov tadavov Onoea tov Aiyews puydrrTa pev €& AOnvar eis 
Skipov, aitot & drobuvdvra S0Am Sia PoBov bd Avkopndovs tod Bacwéws eorrovdace tov raqov 
dveupeiv, av|itou de mplos would make 1, 50 rather short, but perhaps av|jros (sc. Theseus) 
8(e) . . . pevjos should be read. Fr. 35, which mentions the Pelasgians and a xa|ragvy|n?, is 
probably to be connected with the episode; cf. p. 100. 

55+ Oyo: the last letter might be y, , «, or 7, but not e, so that a reference to Theseus 
(cf. the previous n.) is inadmissible. 

Fr. 8. rav mrapaé jada\ rriwy Kado lupevo| vy 7OAe@v bo jae pev ek a[ Hs “ENAd |8os joa\v ame \kuopevar 

7|apa|xpip.a our| érewwe 006 

*... of the so-called coast cities those which had been founded from Greece he at 
once persuaded (to revolt).’ 

56-61. The division of lines in this fragment is practically certain. Cf. p. 101 and 
Diod. xi. 60. 4 mevoas oy peta rmavtos Tov aTdAoU Tpos THY Kapiay, Tav TapabadatTiwy TohEwV 
Goat pev joavy ek THS “EAAddos dtwxtopevar, rav’ras Tapaxphpa ouvemetoey amoorjvar Toy 
Hepoar, doa & iipxov SiyAwrtor Kai ppovpas €xovoa Teporxas Biay mpoodyav emoddpKer, Which 

only differs by the omission of xadoupevwy, the changed position of jay, and the insertion 
of ratras. Plutarch’s account (Czmon 12) is differently worded, ra pev emdpOer kai kateotpe- 
ero, ta S€ adiatn Kai mpoonyeto trois “EXAnow, Gore THY am’ “Iwvias ’Aciav aypi TapduAtas 

ravraract Wepoikay orA@y épnuooa, and proceeded to give fresh details omitted by Diodorus. 
With rapaé|\adalrriwy cf, 842. xxi. 17 Ppvyias ris map| a6a|\arridiou, and with dre@xiopeévac 

Ephorus Fr. 30a (FHG. iv. 642) from schol. Aristid. p. 11. 17 Dindorf oi 6€ ras dzrockias 
katadeyouow" eis "Eopov aroreiverat Os mrepi tis Jwvexns arorkias éypawe (sc. in Book iii). 

Frs. 9+10+53. . . . Kizov rvvbavdpevos 7d|v tar Tlepoav ardno|y mept [rv Kimpov 

aulyrera| yOar, Siaxocijacs er ryKovra 7 \a[os| tpta|kooias kai rerrap[dkovta.| mapatay| cia jas bé oddy 
Xpovov modAas pev Tov k| wv |Ovvevove ay BapPal pe \<ov ve@y dep Oe| tp lev, éxatov 5 avrois [a|»dpaow [e]fde 

Cwypn| cas tov Glo 00 0 aI or 
‘(Cimon attacked, perceiving) that the Persian fleet was drawn up off Cyprus, with 

two hundred and fifty ships against three hundred and forty. After they had opposed each 
other for a considerable time, he destroyed many of the barbarians’ ships which ran into 
danger and captured a hundred of them with the crews, taking alive...’ 

62-76. Cf. p. ror and Diod. xi. 60. 5—6 oi d€ Mépoa 76 pev mefov orparevpa 6: Eavt@y kaTe- 
okevarav, TO dé vavtikoy HOpowrav ek Te Powikns Kat Kvmpov kat Kedtkias’ eorparnyer b€ Tay Lepotkav 

duvapewr TiOpatutns, vids dv ZépEov vdbos. Kipov b€ muvOavduevos tov atédov TOv Nepoay dcarpiBew 
Tept Tiy Kumpov kui mAevoas emt tos BapBapous evavpaynoe Stakoolats kal wevtHKovTa vavol TpOS 
Tplakogias kal TeTTapdKovta. yevoyevov  uyavos iayupod Kal Tav arddov apdorepwv apmpas 
dyavifopevay TO redeuTaiov evikay oi ’AOnvatot, Kai ToAAGS Bev TOY evavTiav vats BrépOerpay, 

mrelovs b€ Tay ExaTov oiv auTots Trois Gvopdoww ethov. Tay be otTay vedy KatapvyovTay «is 
tiv Kumpov of pév ev aitais dvdpes eis thy ynv amexapnoay, al b€ vies Keval tov Bonbovvrav ovaa 

Tois Trodeplows eyernOnoay wmoxeipur. In xi. 62. 1 Cimon’s total captures in connexion with 
this battle are estimated at 340 triremes, i.e. the whole Persian fleet, Diodorus forgetting 
there to allow for the ships sunk. Plutarch’s account (Czmon 12), as usual, is mainly 
different, "Eqopos péev otv TiOpatatny pyoi trav BaoiixGy vedy cipxew Kai Tod TmeCod PepevdaTyy 

(ef. 1. 86), Kadd\coOérns & *Aptopavdny tov VwSpiou Kupr@rarov dvra THs Suvdpews mapa Tov Evpupedovra 
Tals vavot Tapoppelv, ovK dvta jeaxeoOat Tois "EAAnou mpdOvpor, ada mpoobexopevov GySorjKovTa vavs 

Powisaas azo Kimpov mpoomdeovcas. tavras POjvar Bovddpevos 6 Kiswv avnxOn, BuilerOar mape- 
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oKevacpevos, dv ExdvTes fr) vavpay@ow. of b€ mp@roy per, ws pn Bracbetev, Eis TOY TOTaLOY Elewppi- 
cavro, mpoopepopevwy b€ trav ’AOnvaiwy avretémAcuray, ws irropet Pavddynpos, EEakociais vavoiy, as 5 
"Eqopos, TevTyKOVTa Kat Tplakootats. épyov b€ kara your tv Oadarray ovdev i alta empaxOn THs 

Suvdpews AEvov, AAN evOds eis tiv yhv anoarpeporres e&€mimroy of mperou kat Karedevyov eis TO meCov 
eyyls mapareraypevov, ot b€ KaradauBardpevor SiepOeipovto peta T@Y vedy. @ Kat SyAov eatw OTL 
Tdpmodat twes ai meAnpapevar trois BapBapors vnes noav, Gre ToAKOY peEV, ws Eikds, ExpuyovTar, 

Today b€ ouvrpiBera@v, Guws aiypadrwrovs Siakogias édaBoy ot “A@nvator. The figure 200 also 

occurs in the brief account of Thucydides i. 100 eyévero 6€ pera tara kai 7 em Evoupedorre 
Totap@ ev Tlaupudia meCopayia kal vavpaxia AOnvaiwy kat Tov Evppayeoy mpos Mydous, kal evikwy TH 
auty jpepa apupdrepa A@nvaior Kipwvos Tov MiAtiadov orparnyodvros, Kai eidoy Tpinpers Powixwy Kai 

&uepOetpay tas macas és diaxocias, and in the confused account of Nepos (Czmon 2. 2), who 
erroneously makes Mycale the scene of the sea-fight, Zdem tterum apud Mycalen Cypriorum 
et Phoenicum ducentarum navium classem devictam cepit. The concluding sentence of 
Thucydides is obscurely worded, and it has been proposed to insert a numeral (7) after 
Powikoy; cf. Busolt, iii. 146°. Plutarch evidently knew Ephorus’ account, but followed 
a historian (apparently Callisthenes), who agreed in the main with Thucydides as to the 
locality of the sea-battle and the number of the Persian losses. Thucydides’ account, 
supplemented by Plutarch’s, is usually preferred to any other (cf. Busolt, iii. 146°); but 
besides Diodorus Aristodemus 11. 2 Kipevos 5é rod Miuriddou orpatnyovrtos avem\evoay emt TH 

Ilapdudtav kara Tov Aeyopevoy Evpupedovta rorapov kat evavpaxnoay Poirge kat Iépoas kai haympa 

épya emedetEarto, Exatov Te vais ENdvtes adTdvdpous emeCouaynoay, was evidently influenced by 
Ephorus, and Frontinus, Sfra/eg. iv. 7. 45, agrees with Diodorus both as to the locality of 
the sea-fight (apud imsulam Cypron) and the stratagem of Cimon at the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon (cf. Diod. xi.61, 1-2 and ll. 77—8,n.). Polyaenus, S/ra/eg. i. 34.1, inverts the scene 
of the sea-fight (off the Eurymedon) and the stratagem (Cyprus), and Klussmann and 
Duncker (cf. Busolt, 7. c.) held that this represented Ephorus’ description more closely than 
Diodorus’ account—a view which is disposed of by 1610. Some echoes of Ephorus, how- 
ever, seem to survive in Polyaenus’ account; cf. kat woAda oxapy BapBapixa éAwv with 
ll. 72-3 and rov orddov Os pidtoy imodexovrac with Il. g8—ror. Justin gives no details, but 
the figure 100 for the ships captured by Cimon is also found in Lycurg. c. Leocr. 72, and 
is supported by the metrical inscription quoted by Diodorus xi. 62. 3, no doubt from 
Ephorus, even if Fr. 48 does not actually belong to it (cf. Il. 267-9, n.). Diodorus’ 
exaggeration of it melous ray éxardy (/. c.) is either merely rhetorical (cf. p. 111) or made out 
of deference to the figure 200 in Thucydides. In favour of the second explanation is the 
circumstance that his insertion of 7d teAevraioy evikwy of "A@nvaioe suggests the influence of 
Thucydides (kai evikav ...”A@nvaioc). Whether Diodorus had any other authority for his 
statement rv ordd\av auporépav Aapmpas aywviCopevoy than Ephorus’ reference to roddv xpdvov 
may also be doubted. Aristodemus, /. c., speaks of Nappa epya, but in reference to the Greeks 
only, and Plutarch, /. c., definitely denies that the Persian fleet made any serious resistance, 
in contrast to the subsequent xparepa payn on land, of which his rhetorical description has 
been ascribed to Theopompus; cf. Busolt, iii. 146°. 

62-3. For muvOavopevos cf. Diod. /.c. The verb may well have been avregemdeuce (cf. 
Teh 75) 

66-9. The figures are exactly reproduced by Diodorus, /. c. No importance is to be 
attached to the variation in Plutarch’s figure (350 instead of 340) of the number of the 
Persian fleet according to Ephorus; cf. p. 106. Frs. 9, 10. i and 53 do not actually touch 
each other, but the combination is practically certain; cf. ll. 282-4, n. Of the third r in 
terrapiaxovra a bit of the cross-bar is on Fr. 9 and the tail of the vertical stroke on Fr. ro. 

73-4. SiepOe{ip|ev: this word occurs twice in 842 (xiv. 9 and xix. 20). 
76. ml ee ohne Jov: D[epouk ov (se. durdpewr) (or 77 ohept|or), followed by nyepova (i.e. 
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Tithraustes ; cf. Diod. /. c.) can be restored, but the article is expected. 7 is nearly certain, 
y, yo[, or ye[ being the only alternatives and less satisfactory readings. rev Mepo]or is 
therefore inadmissible; but roy |. . . . .|er|[dyv, i.e. a subordinate Persian admiral, or 
conceivably T'a|Spvav] (cf. Callisthenes af. Plut. /. ¢.) ey (i.e. dv) is possible. 

77-8. The height of the columns in 1610 is unknown, but probably about 40 lines are 
lost between ll. 76 and 77, so that the remains of Fr. ro. ii would be expected to be parallel 
to some part of Diod. xi. 61. 1-2, which narrates the beginning of the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon. Perhaps ll. 77-8 are to be connected with éveSiBacev eis Tas aiypadwridas vais 

trav iWiwv trois apicrous, Sols ridpas Kal tv GAAnY KaTackeuTY TeptOels Tleporxyy. of dé BapBapor 

mpooméortes cpt Tov atddov Tais HeporKais vavot kat mapackevais Yevobertes bredaBov ras idias 
Tpmpes eivar, Otdrep ovTor pev mpooedeLavro ktr. (cf. Il. 200-2, n.). dovres . . . Kae THY ad]\Anv 
[xarackeuny vme]|Aau[Bavov (cf. 1. 99) is possible, the letter after da beginning with a vertical 
stroke (not 8). Another passage which might be connected with I. TI- -8 is xi. 61. 4 Tovs 
ev yap “ENyvas ody imehdpBavoy rxew mpods adrodrs pera Suvapews 7d ovvoAov pnd exew Tr. But 
EA ]/Any[as ovx ume]|Aap|Bavov makes |. 77 too short, and in the absence of any correspondence 
in ch. 61 with Il. 79-83 the remains of this column may well have been concerned with 
details omitted by Diodorus; cf. p. 112. 

Fr. 11. rov nev [orparnyo|y abt oy | Pepevdarn |v aden| prdodv dvr |a Tod Baol ews ev TH | oKNV;) [ 

. (they killed) their general Pherendates, who was the king’s nephew, in his tent.’ 

84-8. Cf.p.ror1 and Diod. xi. 61. 3 kai tov pev otpatnydy tay BapBdpwr Tov Erepoy PepevdaTny, 
adeApidoav tod Bacthews, ev TH okyVY KaTadaBdrTes epdvevoay, Which hardly differs. The two last 
words or an equivalent must have followed |. 82. Pherendates was mentioned by Ephorus ; 
cf. Plut. Czmon 12 quoted in ll. 62—76, n. and p. 106. 

Frs.12+18. ... der ov G|yres, seas vouicovtes amd THs iyreiplov] ty Eepodov aiz| ots 
yey lovevar rev 7 o|Nepiov pos ras] vails| | epevyor, irro| \ jap Savovres avtuis civ Jac pirias’ ot 87 

m7 0]AAoi pev oro Tov karahetpOévr oy exet cbuddk@v drré6vy[ 7x07 ev 7H vukti, ToANol dé avtes 
mdicrovro mepimintovres Tois “EhAnow Ova ryv drropila |v drov 7\p|an[o | vro], kat Tov [e]éLacpuns] 

OED e|mimecdvta po ? jor. 

.. Hence, thinking that their enemies’ attack was from the land, they fled to 
the ships, expecting these to be on their own side. There many of them were killed in the 
night by the guards who had been left behind on the spot, while many were taken alive, 
falling into the hands of the Greeks through their ignorance which way to turn and the fear 
which had suddenly overtaken them.’ 

93. dueredlour olpres: cf. 1865. 16 deere Srartcpevos kai matdevdpevos otrws. ot Thoides 
ex@po. may have preceded, the sentence probably corresponding to kai ra pos a’rods adXorplos 
éyovras in Diodorus ; cf. the next n. 

94 sqq. Cf. pp. ro1—2 and Diod. xi. 61. 4-6 rods ev yap “EdAnvas ody breAapBavoy Kew mpos 

avrovs pera Suvdpews 70 avvodor, pnd’ Exew avltods meyv orpatiay Twemeopevor’ Tovs de Hucidas ovras 
6udpous Kai Ta mpds adrovs addotpiws Exovtas bredapBavor re peta Suvdpews (wed... . Suv. del. 
Madvig). 6:6 kat voptoaytes dd THs Hrel(pou Thy emupopay civar TOV TOAEpLwy TPds TAS Vas ws 
mpos pidtas epeuyov. tis dé vuKTOS ovaNs doeAivoU Kai oKoTEWIS TUYEBawe THY dyvoray TOL paddov 
abferOa kai pndeva radnbes Svvacba ideiv. 515 kai roddov dvov yevopevou dia tHv ataktay Tov 

BapBdpov 6 pev Kino xrd. (cf. ll.114-16,n.). Plutarch’s account (Czmon 13, from Theopompus? ; 
cf, Il. 62-76, n.) is quite different, ra» b€ meCav émxaraBavrov pos Ee Oadacoav Heya ev épyov 
epaivero TH Kino Td Biager@ar thy ard8acw kat Kekunedtas dkpijoe kal wo\NaTAagiows emayew ToUs 
"EdAnvas, duos b€ powy Kal ppovqpare TOU Kparety Spay exmppevous kal mpobipous 6poce xepeiy Tos 

BapBapos, areBiBate Todvs dmXiras ere Oeppods TO Kata Thy vavpaxiay ay@ve peta Kpavyns Kai Spdpov 

mpoodepopevors, vroatavtwy de Toy Tepaa@y Kai SeEapévav otk ayevyas Kpatepa paxyn auveotn’ Kal 
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tev ’AOnvalwv avdpes ayabol Kai rois dkwpace mparor kai Suarpereis Eregov. TOANO 8 aya@ue TpeYra- 
pevot rovs BapBdpous exrewor, eira fpovv adrovs te Kui oknvas mavrodar@y xpnpdtwy yepovoas. 
Diodorus’ reference to the absence of the moon seems to be his own invention, since there 
is no indication in Il. 105-7 of anything corresponding to it and no further reference to the 
darkness is in fact expected after ]. 104. Possibly, however, the absence of the moon may 
have been mentioned earlier in Ephorus’ account. 

94-9. voutovtes . . . vrro[AJauBavovres: Cf. vouiCowey brodapBavovres In Ephorus Fr. 2, and, 
for imokapBdver; Il. 32, 77-8, n., and 842. vi. 10, xi. 17, xiv. II. 

101. gudtas: cf. 842. xiv. 40 didlos, and Polyaen. S/rafeg. i. 34. 1, quoted in ll. 62-76, n. 
102-4. karareipbevrav ... pudraxov: cf, Ephorus Fr. 53 pvAaxas 5€ xaredurov. 

104. aneOvn|oxor]: cf. 842. Xx. 33 ouppei£avtes arro6| v\noKovow, 

108. That the fragment containing o and part of the v of EAAn|ow and the ends of 

ll. 103-7 is rightly combined with the top of the v admits of hardly any doubt. 
111-12. The letter after avrows may be o, and |v may be read for Jov. 

Fr. 14. ... orpalrior ?—] vol xr 2— ai)|rois Tup| cov ?—|unra{. are 

114-16. Cf. p. 101, Diod. 7. c, 6 pév Kipwy mpoewpnxas Tots oTpatiitars mpos Tov apOnoouevoy 

Tupaoy ovwvrpéxew Hpe mpos Tais vavol cvaonpov, cvAaBovpevos pur) SeoTappEevay TOY oTpaTLwT@Y Kal 
Tpos dprayiy dppntdvtwy yevnral tt Tapadoyov. mavrev be mpos Tov mUpTOY abpo.rbevTwy Kat Tavoa- 

pevev tis dprayns, Tore pev eis Tas vais amexopynoarv. TH S vorepaia KT. mupoevey Occurs in 

Ephorus Fr, 107. Fr. 48 not improbably came between Frs. r4 and 15; cf. ll. 267-9, n. 

Frs. 15-16. r?Jods[. . . Aoyx Plopdpous, dv... .- jor ervyxalvev 6 *A lpraképéns, | dua 

plev adros kara|oyxeiv ? T|)v Baordetav [Bovddu ?|evos, dpa b¢ | bedd ?|s pa mpay|pa...| ave|kowoi| To ? 

THY ...|. Ww mpos [rov edvovxor | MiOpi{ Sarnv kara |x| 0 \ept| oriy Tov Baoié los. 

‘,.. the spearmen, of whom Artaxerxes happened to be ..., being at the same time 

anxious to obtain the kingdom himself and afraid that . . . he communicated the (plot) to 
the eunuch Mithridates, the king’s chamberlain.’ 

119 sqq. Cf. Diod. xi. 69. 1 emi b€ rovr@y Kara Tiv “Aciav *ApraBavos TO pev yevos ‘Ypkanos, 
duvdpevos b€ mAciarov mapa TH Baoiet Zep&y Kai tov Sopupdpev adnyovpevos, expivev avedew Tov 

Eéptny al thy Baotdelay els Eautov peraoryga. dvakowwsdpevos S€ Ti}v emyBoudyy Tpos MiOprddrqy 

Tov EDVOOXOV, os Hv KaTAKOLMLOTHS TOO Bacthews Kal THY KYpL@TdryY Exo mioTW, dua be Kai ovyyerijs 
dv ApraBdvou Kal didos tmjxovce mpods tiv emBoudyv. [Kav THY kupwwrary|y can be restored in 

1. 133. Probably Fr. 16 followed Fr. 15 with a very slight interval (cf. p. 102), which is in 
accordance with the general appearance of the recto of these two fragments, though the 
verso does not suggest their propinquity. avrés in 1, 123 we refer to Artabanus, the phrase 
katalaxeiv T\jv Baoiretay [Bouddplevos (cf. karacxelv THY apxny in Diod. xi. 69. 4 quoted below, 

and tiv x@pav xqracxew in Ephorus Fr. 29) being very close to both Diodorus’ mv Baoweiar .. . 
peraotnoa and Justin iii. 1 Nerves... guippe Artabanus praefectus etus... im spem regnt 

adductus cum seplem robustissimis fili’s regiam vespert ingreditur, which is likely in any case 

to have been partly derived from Ephorus. The chief difficulty is that dop|updpous would be 
expected in |. 120, but the bottom of the letter preceding qo (which is practically certain) 
does not come below the line, nor is the tail of a preceding p visible. The word is therefore, 

we conjecture, a synonym for dopuddpous, Aoyx|»pspous being preferable to Evar|»pspous. 

With the reading rod|s pépous there might be a connexion with Diod. xi, 71. 1 emt dé rovrav 
*AprakepEns 6 Baowels Tov Uepoay apre tiv BaowWeiav dvaxrnodpevos . . - diérake Ta Kata THY 

Bacireiay ovpdpepdvtas attao.. . emenednOn Se kai Tv TpoTddev Kal THs Suvdpewy Katackevis, Kat 

kaOddov tiv Bactrelay dAny erterkas Srowxdy peydAns aroSoxns ervyxave mapa Tots Lepoats. The rest 

of Fr. 15 would then have to be restored differently, But though adrés could be Artaxerxes 
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and |xrnodp|evos is possible in ]. 125, the other parallel is closer and more satisfactory. It is 
just possible that, while Fr. 15 refers to the plot of Artabanus, the parallel section in Diodorus 
is not 69. 1 but 69. 3-4 0 6 6 oty ApraBavos rapa yerojevos ére vuxros ovons mpos TOV "Aprakepgny 

&pnoe Aapeiov tov adedov avrovd dovéa yeyovévat TOU waTpos Kal THv BaciAciay eis EavTOV TEpLomay. 
guveBovdevoev obv a’t@ mpo TOD KaTacxeiy exeivov THY apxiy oKoreiv Gras pH Sovlevoy Sid pabvpiav 

GAG Bacievon roy hovéa Tod TaTpds Tiwwpnoapevos* emnyycidato 8 alta ouvepyors mapekerOa Tors 

dopupdpors Tov Baothéws. But this too, in spite of some resemblances, seems to suit Fr. 15 
less well than does 69. I. 

The plot of Artabanus is also described by Ctesias Frs. 29-30 ’Apramavos 6€ péya mapa 
Eepén Suvdpevos per’ Aampapirov rod evvovxov kat avtov peya Suvapevev Bovdevovrar dvedetv ZepEnv, 

kai dvaipodot xrA. This is evidently one of the ultimate sources of Diodorus’ statement, 
which in any case must be derived (with some variations, if our explanation of Fr. 15 is 
correct) from Ephorus, who was probably responsible for the change of ’Aompapitns to MiOpi- 
ddrns: cf. the variation between Justin’s Bacadasus (from Ephorus or Dinon ?) and Ctesias’ 
MeydSugos (Fr. 30), each representing the Persian name Bagabukhsha (cf. Gilmore, ad /oc.), 
the subsequent betrayer of Artabanus to Artaxerxes. 

121. joy is probably a participle. [nyenev] wv is possible; but Artabanus himself, not 
Artaxerxes, was in command of the dopudépor: cf. the previous n. 

ervyxaivev: cf. 1. 178 |rvy|[xav2 A fondness for ruvyydvew characterizes 842; cf. Part 

v. 124. 
123. [apa pelv: cf. 1. 125 ava ée and the same contrast in 842. x. 2. 
128-9. ave |xowor| To wy S00 al . wt cf. Diod. 7. c. avaxowwoapevos S€ thy émBovdAnv and 

842. i. 3 Kowwodpevos .. . mEpt TOU mpaypaTos. ave |kouvov [my Boudev low can be read, but is 

unlikely, the middle being much commoner than the active. ‘The letter before w is y, § o, 
ort. mpa]év would be the right length. 

133. Cf. ll. 19 sqq., n. 
134-9. Cf. p. 102 and Diod. xi. 30. 4-5 pera S€ radra ek tis imwpetas peteotparorédevoay 

cis Erepuv Téroy evOer@repov mpos Tv ONowxEpy vixny. fv yap ek pev tov dekav yewdothos wWydos, €k 
b€ trav evoripov 6 "Acwros Totapds* tov 8 ava pecov téroy ereixev 1 oTpatomedeta, mepaypern 
1H ioe Kai tais Tay térwy aodadeias, where téros (cf. Il. 135 and 138) occurs thrice, 
though the context is different. arpar|o |redov| is Bosse in Il. 136-7, and [er| rows] 1{o|rous 
(Bury) in Il. 137-8, but hardly z[o/row in Il. 134-5. The dividing-point of the lines in this 
fragment is uncertain. 

140-5. Fr. 18 perhaps corresponds to Diod. xi. 57. 3 avrn (Xerxes’ sister) rudopévn tiv 
mapovciay Tov Oeuirtokdéovs nAGev eis Ta Bacidrera Te: Oiuny eta aBovoa Kal peta Saxpvar ixéreve 

trop adeAdoy émbeivar tinwpiay TO Oeptotokdel. ws 8 ov mpooeixev adth, mepyer... Lines 143-5 

can be restored rov alded|hov tiwwpray (or xoaow) poo |Gewlar OeprotoKre| a[s| de |. The v 
in ]. 142, which is nearly certain, would then be expected to belong to daxpvey rather than to 
ixereve, but the vestiges of the letter following it do not suit , whereas e is possible. 
txere |ve |kAavouga Tov abe pov would be suitable, but the remaining two lines 140-1 present 
difficulties. [ev in ]. 141 is unsatisfactory, for the preceding letter seems to be A, not a, and 
pe| Nant aro|\y is too short. If A[aBovra Kat txere |ve be restored, JAn must be the accusative 

plural of a word meaning ‘clothes’ or, as there seems to be none available, an adjective in 
agreement with e.g. iuaria. The suggested correspondence with Diodorus therefore remains 
very uncertain, especially since the supposed A of a]deA{ pov can be a, and |cem{ can be read 
for ]Ocwrf. 

178. |rvy|[xav: cf. 1. 121, n. 
192-4. If ras [exewolv mpake|cs (cf. |. 20) is right, Fr. 26 may well belong to the estimate 

of Themistocles. The doubtful e can be « EA]Anow suggests that the corresponding 
passage in Diodorus is xi. 59. 2-3 aor evxeip@rov yeverOa Tos "EAAnGt. Siérrep 6: Grav TO péyebos 
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Tav Epyav aitov Aewpyowpev ktr., SO that Fr. 26 would seem to come immediately above 
Fr. 3 (cf. Il. 18 sqq., n.); but the fibres of the verso do not suggest this, and JAvoai is 
difficult in such a context. The only alternative is «?|yuoa, with which reading Bury 
suggests mapa trois EX|Anow |...... py to |xvoae KrA, 

200-2. None of the references to the Athenians in Diod. xi. 55-70 corresponds verbally 
to this passage; but with the restoration ] A@qvai[ous mpooede |yovro it can well be connected 
with xi. 61. 2 direp cbror pev mpocedeEavto Tods AOnvatous ws idous dvras, 6 dé Kipwy rd. Juovro 
can, however, be read in place of |yovro. 

213-14. my or yy can be read. For edoxie . . . ywpav as a possible reference to 
Xerxes’ presents to Themistocles cf. Thuc. i. 138. 5 ravtns yap fjpxe ths xopas, Sédvros 
Baowiéws, and Diod. xi. 57. 7 eSapyoaro & ait@ 7OActs Tpets . . . Aduaxoy dé aumeddurov éxovcav 

xapay mohAnv. But the words might come in many other contexts, e.g. Cimon’s distribution 
of land in Thrace to the Athenians; cf, Plut. Czmon 7 thy b€ yapav. . . rapédaxe trois A@nvatots, 
and Diod. xi. 60. 2 kat kriarny ’A@nvaiov Kataotiaas KateKAnpovynce THY xapav (cf. p. 103). 

218. |dev [: cf. ll. 237-9, n. 
219. |pow|: Fr. 32 does not seem to be connected with any of the references to the 

Phoenicians in Diod. xi. 
223. Perhaps | A@;[vacoe in some form; cf. 1. 201. 
228-30. The mention of the Pelasgians and xalrapvuy|7? suggests that Fr. 35 refers to 

Scyros and Cimon’s discovery of the bones of Theseus, who took refuge there; cf. ll. 49- 
51, n., and p. 100. 

237-9. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 1-2 (Themistocles) ris yap érepos . . . ais idias 
mpakeow aeihero THs Sraptyns tavtnv tHv Sogay; tiva 8 addov ioroprKapev pua mpage romoavta 

Steveykety abtrov pev Tov Hyepsver, Thy b€ mOAW Tov ‘EAnvidwy Tédewr, Tors S "EAAnvas Tov BapBapar ; 

The fact that gay was either actually or approximately the end of a sentence, as is shown by 
the paragraphus, renders the connexion of that passage with Fr. 38 very probable. Bury 
suggests 8o||fav [rs Se ta kouwa ex|rer| os TpaTTov puat| mpaé| et iLtais tempting also to 

connect with this fragment Fr. 32, where EAAyy}dey can be restored in |, 218, and 
Fr. 39, where modt|v roy EA|[Anvdoy is possible in 1. 241; but the other lines in those two 
fragments do not harmonize easily with either that context or each other. 

241-2. Cf. the previous n. There is a slight blank space between o and ay in |. 242, 
which, however, is not fatal to Ev Joy, and with rev EA\|Ayvey in |. 241 there might possibly 
be a reference to the expedition of Cimon against Carystus in Euboea (Thue. i. 98. 3; 
cf. pp. 100-1), which was presumably mentioned by Ephorus. 

246-8. There is a possible connexion with Diod. xi. 65. 4 d@Adov & otk dvray cuppdyor 
epnpia TOy emtkovpovrT@y kata Kpdtos HAwoay (sc. the Myceneans), or better with xi. 56. 7 
kopice Tavtny emt amnyns Kexpupperny Kal T@v admavT@vTwy pndéva Tohumpaypovev nde KAT dw 

dravtioat 77 ayouevy (Lysithides’ device for the introduction of Themistocles to Xerxes; 
cf. p. 99); but if so, Diodorus’ version is longer. 

252-4. Possibly avrtalléa|s de ApxSapos o| | Bal ardevs rors agea ||r1[Koot : cf. Diod. xi. 63. 7 
TovTov Tov Tpdroy ot TrepirepOevtes ea@Onaar, os ovrTagas 6 Bacireds ’Apxidapos TapecKevacero 

Todene Tois apeotyxdor. But between ll. 253 and 254 is a spot of ink which, if not 
accidental, may belong to a paragraphus, implying a change of sentence, and y| can be 
read for 7]. 

255. evepyereiv, evepyetns, and evepyeoia occur several times in Diod. xi, but the rest of 
Fr. 44 does not suit the context of any of those passages. 

257- |aovy|: perhaps jas uz{o. 
267-9. Fr. 48 exactly suits Diod. xi. 62. 3 valus ed ov ev TeAayet| avi| par my Ooveas pely[a, 

from the metrical inscription concerning Cimon’s victories, which is in any case probably 
quoted from Ephorus ; cf. ll. 62-76, n. But the fragment is too small to be identified with 
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certainty, and in |. 269 m can be read in place of y. Another possible parallel is xi. 54. 4 
Tavoavias pev xpivas mpodiddvar tobs “EAAnvas edyAwoe tiv idiay entoAny Oeuioroket Kal mapexddece. 

tolus Ed[Anvas tnv wdc av 8{n\woas would account for ll. 267-8, and |) (or |n{) might belong to 
extBornv Or a synonym for it, or to 7| apexadeve. 

282-4. Fr. 53 is to be combined with Frs. 9 + 10. i, though not actually joining them, 
and belongs to ll. 67-9; cf. 1]. 66-9,n. The fibres on the verso harmonize excellently with 
those of Fr. 10, and the vestiges in I. 284 can be the top of a(paray{ ew |as). 

1611. EXTRACTS FROM A WORK ON LITERARY CRITICISM. 

Fr. 1 18-6 X 26-5 cm. Early third century. 

These seventy fragments of a work on literary criticism, evidently composed 

by a grammarian, were found with 1610, &c. The largest piece, Fr. 1, contains 

after a few letters from the ends of lines four nearly complete columns, while the 

other pieces are much smaller; about 130 lines in all are complete or can be 

restored. Various literary topics, which have no apparent connexion with each 

other, are discussed, being illustrated by frequent quotations from lost or (in 

two cases) extant works—a circumstance which lends the papyrus considerable 

interest. The two sections of which the beginnings are preserved (Il. 38 and 1o1) 

both commence with 67, so that probably the text is a series of extracts from 
a longer work. 

In Fr. 1 ll. 28-37 give the conclusion of a discussion of a contest of come- 

dies and of the number of the judges. There is perhaps a contrast drawn 

between the practice of the writer’s own day and that of earlier times, and 

the Lacchae of Lysippus and IAotro of Cratinus are cited as authorities for 

a number (apparently that of the xpirat) being five; but the context is obscure 

in several points; cf. ll. 30, 35, nn. 

The next section (ll. 38-100), which is practically complete, is mainly 

concerned with Caeneus, the mythical king of the Lapithae, who was first a 

woman, but was changed into a man by Poseidon, and rendered invulnerable, 

then incurred the enmity of Zeus by making his subjects worship his spear 

instead of the gods, and was ultimately buried alive by the Centaurs. The explana- 

tion of Caeneus’ spear, which became proverbial, is given in connexion with 

a reference to it in Book ii of Theophrastus’ THept Sactdeias (Il. 38-46), the 
whole story of Caeneus being related in an extract from Acusilaus of Argos, 

an early writer on mythology who was probably older than Herodotus (ll. 55-83). 

Since the thirty-one extant fragments of Acusilaus (FHG. i. 100-3) contain 

hardly any professed quotations of his actual words, the papyrus for the first 

time affords an opportunity of estimating the character of that author’s ioropia 

or yeveadoyla. The dialect proves to be in the main Ionic, as had generally 

been surmised, although no trace of it has been preserved in the extant 
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fragments; and the style is decidedly primitive. A Doric form of the aorist 

infinitive, texev, is found in I. 59, and a curious expression, padiota xpnuatov, 

occurs in ll. 67-8. The influence of Acusilaus’ version of the Caeneus legend is 

now traceable in scholia on Homer and Apollonius Rhodius, which may 
have derived their knowledge of the passage through our author; cf. |. 56, n. 

A rather naive remark of the ancient logographer, that it was not tepov for 

gods to bear children by mortals, leads our author first to the citation of 
two lines from the ’AAxpéov 6 61a Kopivéov of Euripides, spoken by Apollo, 

which illustrated this subject, and later to a short discussion of it, the last four 

lines being fragmentary (ll. 85-100). 

In the third section (ll. 101-20) the first four lines are fragmentary, the 

ends of lines are missing throughout, and the conclusion is not reached, 

so that the reconstruction is somewhat difficult. The subject is the various 

persons called Thucydides, of whom three are distinguished, the politician (son 

of Melesias and father of Stephanus), the historian (son of Olorus), and the 

Pharsalian, as in Marcellinus’ life of the historian. Polemon’s treatise Iepi axpo- 

m0Aews, Which is known from Marcellinus to have discussed the second and third 

Thucydides, is here mentioned with reference to the first, apparently as the 

authority for a statement based on epigraphic evidence that he was the father 

of Stephanus, which is to be connected with an extant quotation from another 
work of Polemon (Il. 101-11, n.). In confirmation of the paternity of Stephanus, 

which seems to have been disputed, a passage from the JZevo of Plato is quoted, 

and Fr. 1 breaks off where the writer was about to add fresh evidence on the 

point from a lost comedy, the /apetus of Hermippus. 

The order of the smaller fragments is quite uncertain except in a few 

instances. Fr. 2.i is concerned with a Bdpevos izzos, two lines from the beginning 
of the Omphale of Ion being quoted as an illustration (ll. 121-7), but how the 

subject was introduced does not appear. The difficulty, whatever it was, is 

stated to have been solved by Mnaseas of Patara in his work Ilepl ypnopav 
(ll. 128-30). Fr. 4 is concerned with a female character in epic poetry (Penthe- 

silea?), part of a hexameter line referring to her being cited (ll. 146-7), besides 

two mentions of her by authors whose names are imperfectly preserved, one of 

them being perhaps Arctinus, who wrote the dethiopis (ll. 148-52). Frs. 5, 6, 

and 43 are to be combined, as appears partly from external evidence, partly 

from the resulting satisfactory restoration of ll. 16c-4. The main subject of 

this section, of which the beginning and end are not preserved, is the authorship 
of a celebrated ancient ode to Pallas. The first three words of this ode [laA\déa 

mepsemoAw deway were quoted by Aristophanes in 1. 967 of the Clouds, and from 

the extant rather confused scholia on that passage and another in Aristides it is 
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known that according to Eratosthenes Phrynichus (i.e. the comic poet) attributed 

the authorship of the ode to Lamprocles, an early Athenian dithyrambic poet, 
while others assigned the ode to Stesichorus. Our author, who refers to an in- 

conclusive discussion of the claims of Lamprocles and Stesichorus by Chamaeleon 

(a disciple of Aristotle), and possibly, but by no means certainly, mentions Erato- 
sthenes (Il. 158-9, n.), also adduces the evidence of Phrynichus in favour of 

Lamprocles as the author, and quotes the passage in Aristophanes (Il. 160-76). 

Little can be made of the remaining fragments. There is probably a 
reference in Fr. 8. ii to Hellanicus on Krice:s (ll. 212-14, n.); but the context is 

obscure. Fr. 9, which is more considerable, relates to a person with a name 

beginning with probably A or A and ending in -dypos (e.g. Aristodemus), who, 

after adventures in which the Naxians and Thracians were apparently concerned, 

was carried off and put to death after a trial by the Parians (ll. 218-28). The 

Orestes of Theodectes (?) is quoted in Fr. 17, and apparently a play of Lysippus 

in Fr, 21, while Fr. 16 perhaps has another reference to the Omphale of Ion, and 

Fr. 14 possibly mentions Simonides. Other proper names which occur are Acon| 

(I. 247, n.), Lycia or the Lycians (1. 251), Odysseus (1. 272, perhaps in connexion 

with his descent to Hades), and Ptolemaeus (possibly Ptol. Philopator or Phila- 

delphus; ll. 369-70, n.). The names of the grammarians Aristarchus and 
Didymus can be restored in ll. 231 and 283 respectively, but in neither place 
with any confidence. That Frs. 31-2, 42, 44-5, 63-5, and 68 belong to 1611 

is not at all certain. All the fragments belong to the middles of columns, except 
Fr. 1 and where it is otherwise stated. 

The handwriting is a small neat uncial closely resembling that of 1012, a 

treatise on literary composition, written soon after A.D. 205 (Part vii, Plate iv). 
1611 also probably belongs to the first two or three decades of the third century, 

and is approximately contemporary with 1610, of which the script is similar, but 

larger. The columns are short, consisting of 24 or 25 lines of 14-20 letters, 

generally about 17. The end of a section is marked in |. 37 by a coronis, which 

is employed after 1. 115 and probably 1. 138 to divide a quotation from the main 

text. Paragraphi also occur after ll. go (where it is misplaced), 165, 214, and 231 

to indicate quotations. Strokes against the margin of ll. 83-4 call attention to 
the recommencement of the author’s commentary at the end of the extract from 

Acusilaus, of which the beginning is distinguished by the sign x (e565 ns) Sebi 

obelus against ]. 116 apparently also indicates a quotation, and the two flourishes 
after ]. 138 seem to be merely supplementary to the neighbouring coronis. High 

stops were used, but not at all regularly; one doubtful instance of a stop in the 

middle position occurs in 1. 442. Occasional marks of elision and quantity and 
accents are found in the poetical quotations (Il. 91 and 127), and there are some 

K 
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diaereses over t and v. An abbreviation, x’ for kai, is used in 1. 316. Tota 

adscript was not infrequently omitted by the first hand, but when ignored was 

inserted by a contemporary corrector, who might even be the same scribe. The 

insertion, however, of two words omitted in 1. 59 and similar additions of omitted 

letters in Il. 281, 338, and 350 all seem to be in a second hand, especially the 

cursively written « above |. 281; in ll. 169 and 223 the alterations are most 

probably due to the first hand. The revision of the papyrus was in any case 
not very thorough, and several small mistakes remain uncorrected, Il. 45 o for ov, 

46 afwov for agiwr, 57 Wocdov for Mocedewr, 61 avrov for avrnv, 80 opevoy for op#ior, 

84 71 for ro, g1 aw for azo, 107 the apparent omission of xadov after Kola\epov, 127 

aiverat for avetat, 222 eOixay for peOnxav: cf. also I]. 123, 146, and 172-3, nn. 

The date of the papyrus itself excludes a later period than about the middle 

of the second century for the composition of the work from which 1611 was 

excerpted. On the other hand a date not earlier than 200 B.C. is indicated by 

the references to (1) Polemon, who was a Delphic zpégeros in 177-6 B.C. 
(Susemihl, Gesch. d. Alex. Lit. i. 667'**), and according to Suidas a contem- 

porary of Ptolemy Epiphanes (204-181 B.C.), and (2) Mnaseas, who according 

to an ambiguously worded statement of Suidas was a pupil of Eratosthenes. 

The striking resemblance between the discussion of the authorship of the ode 

to Pallas in 1611 and the views attributed to Eratosthenes by the scholia on 

Aristophanes’ Clouds 967 (cf. pp. 128-9 and Il. 162—5, n.) at first sight suggests that 

the papyrus may consist of extracts from Eratosthenes’ clebrated work [epi 

apxatas kwpwdtas. The first of the three sections in Fr. 1 seems to be concerned 
with the Old Comedy; the second, about Caeneus, deals with a subject which 

was the basis of plays by two writers of the Middle Comedy, Antiphanes 

and Araros, and may well have been utilized earlier, while the third, about 

Thucydides, leads up to a quotation from Hermippus. The two statements 

attributed to Asclepiades of Myrlea by Suidas that Polemon (1) synchronized 
with Aristophanes of Byzantium (the successor of Eratosthenes as librarian at 

Alexandria ; cf. p. 131) and (2) was the disciple of Panaetius (about 180-110 B.C.) 

are scarcely consistent with each other, and the second has usually been regarded 

as corrupt; cf. Susemihl, i. 66611%. Since Eratosthenes according to Suidas 
was born in 276-2 B.C. and died at the age of eighty in the reign of Ptolemy 
Epiphanes, it is possible that his [epi dpxatas kopwdlas quoted Polemon’s earlier 

works. The suggestion of Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 360), that the 

treatise on Comedy was written in the early part of Eratosthenes’ life before 

he left Athens for Alexandria, is not based on any evidence, and Theophrastus, 

a writer utilized in it (cf. Strecker, De Lycophrone, Euphronio, Eratosthene, &c., 

Fr. 75), is also quoted in 1611 (I. 38). Polemon, who joined the Pergamene 
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school, wrote a treatise against Eratosthenes (Susemihl, i. 6701°%) Tepl rijs 
"AOnvnaw Epatocbevous émdynuias, denying (probably ironically) that Eratosthenes 

had ever been at Athens, and two of the six extant fragments of that treatise 

(Frs. 47-8, FHG. iti. 130) apparently refer to statements in the Ilepl dpyxaias 

x@uwdlas, which was therefore earlier than Polemon’s attack on Eratosthenes. 

It is, however, not quite clear that Polemon is mentioned in 1611 with approval 

(cf. ll. 101-11, n.), and the controversy between him and Eratosthenes may have 

been begun by the latter. As regards Mnaseas, whose date mainly depends on 

that of Eratosthenes, the fact that he is quoted with approval in 1611 (1. 128) 
is not inconsistent with the hypothesis that he was the authors own pupil; 

but it is not quite certain whether Suidas meant to call Mnaseas the pupil of 

Eratosthenes or of Aristarchus. The latter interpretation, which would of course 
be fatal to the view that 1611 was the work of Eratosthenes, is rejected by 

Susemihl, i. 67g7°°. The date of Eratosthenes’ death (196-4 B. C.), which is accepted 

by Susemih] mainly on the evidence of Suidas, thus leaves a narrow margin of 

time available to which the [epi dpy. xwp. could be assigned on the assumption 

that 1611 belongs to that work; but most of this margin tends to disappear, 

if with Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 359) Strabo’s statement that 
Eratosthenes was the pupil of Zeno of Citium be accepted ; for Eratosthenes’ 

birth and death must then be put back about ten years earlier than Suidas’ dates. 

1241, which settles the order of the Alexandrian librarians from Apollonius 

Rhodius to Cydas and rectifies some errors of Suidas, is apt to be mistaken 

or corrupt in its chronological references to the Ptolemies with whom the 

librarians were associated. But the position assigned to Eratosthenes, next 
after Apollonius Rhodius and before Aristophanes of Byzantium, whose suc- 
cessors were (omitting cal "Apforapxos in 1241. ii. 8 as an interpolation) Apollonius 

the efdoypdpos and Aristarchus of Samothrace, suggests that Eratosthenes’ literary 

activity hardly continued as late as the reign of Epiphanes, and if the corrupt 

@PidoTaropos in 1241. ii. 15 is corrected to "Emupdvovs instead of PiAoprropos, as is 

possible, Eratosthenes’ period of office at Alexandria must have ended soon 

after the accession of Philopator in 222-1 B.c. Hence, though the difficulty 

caused by the mention of Mnaseas can be got over, that caused by the reference 

to Polemon Ilept axpoméAews is a much more serious and probably insuperable 

obstacle to the attribution of 1611 to Eratosthenes Iep) dpyaias kwpwdtas. More- 

over it is possible that the scholium on Aristophanes which gives Lamprocles’ 
version of the ode to Pallas is nearer to Eratosthenes’ actual words than are the 

other scholia, which agree with 1611 in quoting Phrynichus’ version (cf. Il. 162— 
5, n.), and the ode to Pallas was evidently the subject of much discussion. 

Lastly, in 1611 the sections about Caeneus and Thucydides are not, so far 

K 2 
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as can be judged, specially concerned with Old Comedy, so that a later author 
than Eratosthenes is distinctly more probable. Eratosthenes may even have been 

referred to by name in the discussion of the ode to Pallas (ll. 158-9, n.), and he is 

in any case likely to have been the main source of that section of the papyrus. 

The hypothesis of the Eratosthenean authorship of the section concerning 

the ode to. Pallas might be combined with the attribution of other sections 

to different grammarians; but though it is not certain that the various extracts 
are all from the same work, there is more to be said in favour of the view that 

they come from one of the mzscellanzes (otppixta), which were composed by several 

grammarians of the Alexandrine and Roman periods. Of these miscellanies the 
earliest known is by Callistratus the pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium and 

composer also of a work [Ipos tas aberyjoets (sc. of Aristarchus) and commentaries 

on Cratinus and Aristophanes; cf. Athen. iii. 125 c-d, where the 7th book is 

quoted, R. Schmidt, De Callistrato Aristophaneo, and Susemihl, i. 450. Another 

composer of miscellanies was Herodicus 6 Kpartjrevos, who is chiefly known from 

quotations in Athenaeus from his three works, IIpés tov Piiocwkparny, Svppxra 

tropvypata (Athen. viii. 340 e), and Kwp@dovmevor (in at least six books). His 

date is disputed: Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. viii. 974, assigns him 

to the first century B.c. -That the celebrated Didymus, who died in the reign of 

Augustus, wrote Svypixra is attested by the Atym. Gud. 124. 2, where it is 

stated that Alexion (a first-century grammarian of Alexandria) made an epitome 

of them. The Svupixra are generally identified with the Svyyrociaxa of Didymus, 

which were also of a miscellaneous character; cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, 

Realenc. v. 470. Suidas’, list of the works of Seleucus, the Homeric critic, who 
lived in the time of Tiberius (Gudeman, /.c.), ends cal GAAa ovppixra, and Seleucus 

ey Svppixtots is cited by Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 1055. Pamphila, who lived 

in the reign of Nero, wrote according to Photius (Cod. 175) thirty-three books 

ovpplkrov toropix@v bropvnyatwv Adyo., Which were largely used by Aulus Gellius 

and Diogenes Laertius. 1611 may well belong to one of these five writers of 

miscellanies ; but Didymus has the strongest claim to be regarded as the author, 

since in his case the existence of an epitome is also attested. In the absence 

of any clear reference to grammarians later than the second century B.C. 

Callistratus is more suitable as the composer than Herodicus, Seleucus, or 

Pamphilus, and 1611 seems to be somewhat earlier than 1012, which mentions 

both Didymus and Caecilius Calactinus, and was not composed before A.D. 50. 

Dionysius 6 povorxds, who is known to have discussed the authorship of the ode 

to Pallas (cf. Il. 162-5, n.) and lived in the time of Hadrian, is not at all likely 

to be the author of 1611, for his known works are all concerned with povovki 

in some form or (if he was identical with Aelius Dionysius) lexicography, and 
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the Caeneus and Thucydides sections are not at all appropriate to him. Rufus, 

who is coupled with Dionysius (cf. ll. 162-5, n.) and is thought to have 

epitomized his Movovxy toropia (cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 986), 
is, apart from other considerations, unsuitable on account of his date, which 

is probably third century or later. 
We are indebted to Mr. T. W. Allen for several suggestions in the recon- 

struction of this papyrus. 
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retrapakorta, Avowrn|o|s & ev Baxxais €’, dpoiws d€ kal Kparivos ev Mdovrois Neyer. 

©... “us being two, and the judges four”, thus evidently forty ; but Lysippus in the 
Bacchae says that they were five, and so does Cratinus in the HAodro.’ . 

F eer 
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‘That what Theophrastus says in the second book Concerning Kingship about the 
spear of Caeneus is as follows. ‘And this is the king who really rules by his sceptre, not 
by his spear like Caeneus.” For Caeneus claiming to govern by his spear, not by his sceptre 
asis the fashion of most kings, failed, because he had no power, according to the story related 
by Acusilaus the Argive, to release, He describes Caeneus as follows. ‘‘Caene daughter 
of Elatus was united to Poseidon; afterwards, since it was impious for them to have 
children either by him or by any one else, Poseidon made her an invulnerable man, 
possessing the greatest strength of any person then living, and when any one stabbed him 
with iron or bronze, he was conquered most certainly of all. So Caeneus became king of 
the Lapithae, and waged war with the Centaurs. Afterwards he set up his javelin in the 
market-place and bade people sacrifice to it. But this was not (pleasing?) to the gods, and 
Zeus seeing him doing this, threatened him and stirred up the Centaurs against him; and 
they cut him down upright below the ground, and put a mass of rock above as a tomb; so 
he died.” That is apparently what is meant by Caeneus ruling by a spear, and it also 
explains what is said by the god in Euripides’ ’Adkpév 6 6a Kopivéov “ And I was without 
child by her, but she bare to Alemaeon twin children, a virgin.” If the inquiry is made 
how union with a god is without offspring, (it is shown) through the aforesaid. . .’ 

Wey id) CUS? [no dcacegouenc |dn . loco 5 Be ToA¢uwr| ev ro |. TMeph dxpord|\ews 
flo coaguadcoao ] avaypag|........ ] Tov MeAnaiou | vidvy, Sre|pdvov dé rov Kol adéyou (kadov) |- 
pévou matépa, [odro?| dé tov avyypap|éa pev| dacw *OdMpov vil dv, tpi? |rov 6é rov Papal adcov. | 
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‘That... and Polemon in the [.] book Concerning the Acropolis do not... Thucydides 
...the son of Melesias and father of Stephanus called the Stupid; but they say that the 
historian was the son of Olorus, and a third was the Pharsalian. With regard to the father 
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of Stephanus Plato also says in the AZeno “ That Thucydides brought up two sons, Melesias 
and Stephanus; these he educated”. And Hermippus the poet in the Zapefus says. . 

121-30. | 6 ev rH "Iavols Opp|ady Kar’ dpyny Aeyoue|v|os “HpaxA€ous Bépetos | ix |ros ovras* 
‘épav pev |i |5n Medomos e&eNav| vo \uer, 
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[Sead |eAuKe & air Mpa| céas 6 ?| Tarap| eds élv TO | Hepi x lenopaly ep 

. the northern horse of Heracles mentioned at the beginning of the Omphale of Ion 
thus: “At length from the boundaries of Pelops we drive forth, OQ Hermes, the northern 
horse, and the road is finished.” Mnaseas of Patara in his work Concerning Oracles has 
solved the difficulty .. .’ 

146-52. ‘... Kai? ov, yovat, tivos &x)yovos evyle|ar etvar ;’ 
kai r[a €léns, Kai os exrider|ac “Apkti?|vos édov avrils rov| Odvarov, Kai 6 [. . . . «|Sys b€ rdv 
tpl. slo (oo ev| 7|@| € [.Jea[.. «af. ene 

««... and thou, lady, from whom dost thou boast thy descent?” and so on, and that 
Arctinus relates her death in full, and..... des in the 5th book of... 

160-76. |ras P[pujfyos.. ... | dpnyo[v|uerfoc .. . . .f ‘Ma{A}Aa{oa mepaéronuy KryC|o 
mloneeebaecly dyvav {aida Atds| peyddov d[apdorr|rov’ ovr mapal mote ?] Starropodar yap ov|K o}Acyou 
mle|pt tlov|ray, kal Olamep Xapadewv, mitepdv mote 2rn[at}xdpov early i) Aapmpord|éolus, K\aim|cp Tod 
Ppvv|ixou Aap|rpordet pal On(r}) Midwvos ?| mpoovépor|ros. Kat? ’A|puaropavns | 8¢ ? maparr|ovet Néyor 
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. Phrynichus relating ... “ To Pallas destroyer of cities I call, to the sustainer of 
war, the pure, the child of great Zeus, the horsetamer ” thus introduces (?) it. For not a few, 
like Chamaeleon, are in doubt whether this was formerly written by Stesichorus or by 
Lamprocles, though Phrynichus attributes it to Lamprocles the pupil of Midon ( (?). Aristo- 
phanes also introduces it saying “‘ To Pallas destroyer of cities, the terrible” . . . 

PiO=AS, oo NCHEGUR oo caacec év pelraty[uio?...........| Ta Tov ee, pe osil 
peA(n)<av. | roxopirdp ?evor dé rov "Al proto ? |Snpov eis Tv | apoy ?] WTL@vTO rept TovT| wv ot Tdptot, 

kai eis 8:{xalornptov cigayaydr|tes| dréxreway. 

. the Naxians . . . is a disputed frontier... the Thracians ... released him. The 
Parians carried off Aristodemus to Paros and censured him for this, and after bringing him 
to trial put him to death.’ 

23-7. Fr. 26, where in 1. 329 ] 8 xp|erac can be restored (cf. Il. 31-2), is perhaps to be 
placed at the bottom of Col. i, as Allen suggests. 

29. |s avri|: the division of these letters is uncertain. » can be read instead of «. 
30. |ov: ev can equally well be read. All that is visible before v is a spot of ink in 

about the middle of the line. _|ay is impossible, and other vowels are improbable. 
€ . epa.: except in pa, only the bottoms of the letters are preserved. ‘The first seems 

to be € or «and {:| may be lost between it and the second, which is rather more like ¢, @, or ¢ 
than e.g. y or v, and does not come below the line as far as 7 usually does in this hand. The 
third must be «, o, or o, and the last can be y, n, ds], «, w, v, orm. Cf. the next n. 

nuas: the first person is not found elsewhere in 1611, and nas dvovras can hardly be 
right, though possibly the participle is to be corrected to Avovras or S(iad)vovras: cf. 1. 128 
[Sca]\eAuke. The present active of dvew is very rare outside epic poetry. ja suits the vestiges 
very well; the lacuna between these two broken letters could take [c], but not [ep]. As was 
suggested by Prof. Rostowzew, it is better to divide 8v(o) ovras and regard nas . . . xpiras as 
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a quotation from a comedy. The preceding words can also be an iambic line, ending voy 
ae opay. Cf. also ll. 23-7, n. 

35- €: for 5 judges at contests of comedies cf. Schol. Ar. Birds 445 ékpwav xpurai rods 
kapuxovs. of S€ NapBadvortes ras € Wrous evdaipdvour, Hesych. wevre kpirat’ rovovrou Tots KwpiKots 
éxpwov ov pdvoy ’A@nvnow adda kat ev StxeAia, Zenobius, Cents. iii. 64 ev wévre Kpirav yovvact ketrac’ 
«+. WEVTE KpiTal Teds KaptKods Expwor, as noe’ Emixyappos, which is copied by Suidas. The difficulty 
is that 4 judges (I. 32) at contests of comedies are not attested at any period, and 
what ‘ 40’ refers to is very obscure. Apart from the references quoted concerning Comedy, 
the question of the number of judges at dramatic contests and the method of selection is not 
yet very clear; cf. Miiller, Zehrd. d. griech. Biihnenalt. 368-72. In Plut. Cimon 8 the ten 
strategi appear as judges in a contest at which Sophocles won the first prize ; but it is generally 
supposed that there were normally 5 judges for tragedies as well as for comedies, and these 
were in both cases selected by lot from a larger body of ro, i.e. 1 for each tribe, this body 
of ro having been chosen by lot from a much larger number, of which the size is unknown. 
But it is not satisfactory to identify the ‘40’ with the largest body. The number ‘5’ in 
connexion with contests of comedies might also refer to the contending poets, of whom 5 are 
attested in the time of Aristophanes and in the second century B.c. (cf. Miiller, of. cz#. 321), 
and these might be connected with rov?|s avr in 1. 29 and be contrasted with nas dv ovras, 
not with reooapas kat tovs xpiras. Owing to the loss of the beginning we are unable 
to suggest a satisfactory explanation of the passage ; but in view of (1) the common use of 
kpirat in connexion with dramatic contests in particular, and (2) the two references to Old 
Comedy, it remains probable that contests of comedies are in some way meant. Of the 
Bacchae of Lysippus, which seems to have been his most popular play, six fragments are 
known, and of Cratinus’ MAodro: nine. 

38. [olre: cf. 1. ror. The papyrus is not broken, but no trace of o is visible; it has 
more probably been obliterated than omitted by mistake. 7 might be the beginning of 
a section of a work in the style of Aristotle’s Prod/ems, but does not suit rovro in |, 42; 
cf. the next n. 

42. tovro, we think, refers to the following quotation, like ourws in ll. 56 and rrg. 
There is no marginal indication of the beginning of a quotation here, as there is commonly 
elsewhere (cf. p. 129); but cat ovros is unintelligible as part of our author’s commentary. Where 
the Theophrastus quotation ends is not quite clear. It might stop after Kaweus in |. 46, or 
aroAvoa|e in |. 54, Or amoOynoxer in ]. 83, where the Acusilaus quotation in any case ends 
and there are strokes in the margin, or even after Kavea in |. 85. That Il. 85-100 belong 
to Theophrastus is very unlikely, their subject being irrelevant to his treatise. We adopt 
1. 46 as the dividing-point between the Theophrastus quotation and our author’s comment. 
If Theophrastus had quoted the long Acusilaus extract, which is not in itself likely, an 
allusion to the latter wculd rather have been expected at the beginning of the section, and 
below |. 46 a paragraphus or other critical sign may have been lost. 

40. a&ov is a mistake for ago, Cf. p. 130. 
49-52. The ends of these lines are on a fragment which was originally separate, but is 

very suitably placed here, though there is no external indication that it belongs to the top 
of a column, a/jANo}: is inadmissible in Il. 49-50. a{pos| zs in 1. 51 is not atall satisfactory 
in the apparent sense of card with the accusative, but z[ep| is no improvement, and 
a preposition is required. p andy are the only alternatives to 7, é{1a being thus excluded 
and plera being also unsatisfactory. 

53- + can equally well be read in place of the r of xaradeyouerys, but kar ad|Awv (with tov 
instead of um in |. 52) makes J. 53 much shorter than the preceding lines, though not much 
shorter than |. 54 if awoAvoa|e there is right. azoAvea|c@at is possible as far as the size of the 
lacuna is concerned, but would make 1. 54 unusually long. 
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55. Kawea: or Kawveals. 

56. x in the margin, marking the beginning of the quotation, probably, as Allen 
suggests, means xp(jots), i.e. ‘passage’; cf. Dion. Hal. De rhet. 4 and Apoll. Dysc. De synt, 
i. 11g. It also occurs in Anecd. Oxon. ii. 452. 19 X Aptotopdvovs (= Birds 1180), and in 
the Anecd. Parisinum de notis (Bergk, Zettschr. f. Alter. 1845, 88) along with the obelus, 
which occurs in ]. 116 of the papyrus, also apparently to indicate a quotation, for which the 
usual sign in papyri is the diple, e.g. in 405 (Part iii, Plate i). The obelus is explained 
in the Avecd. Paris, in accordance with its usual sense of indicating an error ; of X the writer 
says chi ef ro: haec sola vix ad voluntatem uniuscuiusque ad aliquid notandum ponitur. 

Kane: Kawvis, not Kawn, is the feminine form of Kawet’s elsewhere; cf. Phleg. Fr. 34 
of avrot (sc. Hesiod, Dicaearchus, Clearchus, Callimachus and others) ioropotor xara tiv 
AamiOav xopav yeveobar ’EXdta toe Baowdei Ovyarepa dvopatoperny Kawvida* ravtp dé Mocedava 

puyevta erayyethac ba roujcey avtny 0 dv €beXy, THY O€ aéi@oa peraddAaéar adtiy eis avdpa, Tojoat Te 

Grpwrov. rov dé Mocedavos cata ro akiwbev Toujoavros petovoyacbavat Kawea. Ovid, who describes 
at considerable length Caeneus’ death in JAZefam. xii. 172 sqq., also has Caenzs. . Acusilaus’ 
work was largely based on Hesiod, and the story of Caeneus may have been derived from 
the poet, though in the extant remains of Hesiod Caeneus is mentioned only in Scw/. 179 
among the list of the chiefs of the Lapithae. Homer also has only one mention of him, 
A 264 Kawéa 7 "E&éadiov te Kat avtideov Wodvdnpov, on which Schol. A remarks 6 Kaweds 
*Edarov ev jv mais, AamOav dé Baothevs, mpdrepov iv mapbevos evrpenns, PLyevTOS de adTH Nocerdavos, 
airnoapern peraBadev eis civdpa 1) vearis GTpwrTos ylveTar, yevvatdtatos Tov Kal abtov bmdpgas. 
kai bn mote mas AkdvTioy ev TO pecatrdtr@ THs dyopas Gedy Toiro mpocérakey apiOpeiv. du’ ty airiav 

dyavaktyoas 6 Zeds timwpiay tis doeBeias map’ avitod ecicempaéato. paxdpevoy yap avrov rTois 
Kevtavpois kal arpwrov dvta tmoyxelpioy enoinae’ Baddvres yap avrov of mpoewpnuevor Spvat re Kal 
ehdrats ipecay eis ynv. pepvnrar S€ aitod Kat "AmoAA@MOos ev Trois “ApyovauTikois (i, 59), Neyov otras" 
Kawéa yap 61 mpdaev ére Keiovow dotdoi Kevratporow 6déoba, ote ocpéas oios am’ a\Nwv Aa’ 

apiatnwv’ of 6° eumadw dppnbevres ov'te pw aykNiwar mporépw abevov ove Saikut, adN’ appyktos 

dkaprros edvaaro ved yains, Oewdpevos oriBappor karatySnv edaryow. Eustathius’ comment on 

the verse is very similar 6 6€ piOos pice arpwroy aitov eivat dynot, mAdTT@Y Kal bre mapbEvos 
eimpenns mote yeydvot, Kat Hocedavos airy peyevtos, aitnoauevn avip yeverPar Kat drpwros peivat, ov 
iOedev Eruxe. eyerar dé Kal bmeppPpovncar. uxdvtiov yap, pacw, ev ayopa pean méas cis opOdy Oedv 
Tovto mpooerakev apiOpeiv. dOev 1» Sikn mown avrov docBelas ciompartopern Temoinkey vd Tots 
Kevravpots, ot dpuoi te Kal €Adrats eis yay Hperoay ppynktov Kai dkaurrov Svvta bird yyy, Oewdpevov 
oriBapais Kataiydnv eddras, Ss dnaw ’Aro\donos. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59 has pvéodoyodar de 
tov Kawéa mpdrepov yeyovevar yuvaixa, era LoceSavos adry mAnotacavtos peraSAnOnvar eis avdpa. tovTo 

yap yrTno€ Kal atpwciav. rpure S€ Kat ’AmdAN@rt Kal eviKHOn. odTOS exeAevE TOUS TapLdvTas GpuvUVat Eis 
To Sdpu avtov’ évbev 7 wapoisia 76 Kawéws Sdpv. tives d€ aot Kawéa oupmdedoat trois “Apyovatras, 
ov Képavov. 6 b€ "AmoAN@Mos mapa Huwddpou cine A€yovtos, 6 S€ XAwpis eAdtyoL TUTEls @yETO 
Kaweds oxioas bp6 modi yav (=Pind. Fr. 167 Schroeder). rodro dé aire cvve8y dia 7d pyre 
Ovew pnte eUyerOar tots Bevis, dAAa TO Eavtod Sdpart. 81d Zeds eopy.a alt tods Kevtavpous, 
oltwes Kata yyy adtov GBodow. Agatharchides’ description (De mart Evy th. 7) is re Kawéa tov 
Aari€ny ro péev an’ dapxns yevécOa mapbévov Kai yuvaika, nBnoavta dé eis avdpa petaoriva, TO So 
Uorarov eis thy ynv td Tov Kevtavpwv karadivar Tas eddrais TUTTpevor, 6pOdv Te Kat Carta. The 

connexion between some of these passages and the Acusilaus extract is very close, especially 
in the earlier part of Schol. A on A 264 (followed by Eustathius), and the later part of 
Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59, where Acusilaus is either slightly paraphrased or reproduced. 
Evidently Acusilaus was the chief authority for the Caeneus legend, though e. g. the details 
about the request to be made into a man, which are absent in Acusilaus and are elaborated 
in Schol. Luc. Ga//. 19 somewhat differently, are probably derived from another mytho- 
logist. 
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59. tepov: a diaeresis above « may be lost. Acusilaus’ remark seems very naive in 

the light of the number of legends about children of the gods by mortals; and it is not 
surprising that in ll. 85-100, the union of gods and mortals is further discussed by our 
author with a parallel from Euripides. 

rexév: most of the fourth letter has disappeared in a lacuna; but after « is part of 

a stroke which suits the beginning of «, and the end of a horizontal stroke joining the 

middle of v survives, which excludes rexew, the ordinary Ionic form, found e.g. in Hdt. 

vi. 131, but of course with a circumflex accent. exéew is an altogether impossible reading, 

though parallels for such a form are not wanting in Hdt.; cf. Smyth, omic Dialect, § 602. 

rexéev is just possible as a reading, but much less probable than rexev, because (1) the lacuna 

is not large enough for «e with cross-bars as long as that in the ¢ after r, (2) the accent, with 

the reading ee, would really be on the second e, not the first, where it ought to have been 

placed, (3) though the Ionic second aorist infinitive in «iv is ultimately derived from -éev 

(cf. Smyth, /. c.), that form of the infinitive is not found in either Hdt. or Ionic inscriptions, 

any more than in the MSS. of Homer, so that Acusilaus, though a writer of considerable 

antiquity, is not at all likely to have used the form rexéev, nor would the corrector of the 

papyrus have been likely to ascribe it to him by error, texev is a Doric form, parallel to 
e&eher, dyayév, &c. (cf, Kiihner-Blass, Gramm. i. 2, p. 58), and, the present extract being the 
sole authority for Acusilaus’ dialect, does not require to be altered to rekeiv, especially since 
Dorisms tend to occur in Ionic, and the corrector has put the right accent on the form, not 
merely omitted «. 

exewou: i.e. Poseidon, as is clear from e£ adXov ovdevos, in spite of the confusion of 
genders inl. 61. Cf. also Plut. Zhes. 20 rexeiv ex Onoéws “Aptadyyy Oivoriova. 

61. avrov: |, aurny. 
63. [uely{olr[ny: cf. yervadraros tov kad’ abrdy in Schol. A quoted in |, 56, n. 
66. kevrow: OF kevro n. Herodotus avoids optatives in -« and does not contract -eou 

after a consonant, so that Acusilaus’ usage was in any case not parallel to his. qopoin 

occurs in Homer « 320, mAovroiy in Tyrtaeus, cvppaprupoin in Solon, doxoi in Heraclitus, 
while Hippocrates prefers -om to -eo. On the other hand Theognis has @:ci, and ‘even in 
prose there is ample support for o: after consonants as well as after vowels’ (Smyth, of. cz/, 
p. 6313 cf. § 651). 

67-8. padiora xpnuarwy: the lexicons do not afford any parallels for this expression. 

73-4. For the suggested restoration of these lines cf. the scholiasts quoted in 1. 56, n. 

zs. The letter following ye can be v. ot 8 ov kav e . [ is inadmissible, « being the only 

alternative to 7. No word meaning ‘worshipped’ seems suitable, and @eo:Jou 5 «rd. is 
apparently to be connected with what follows rather than with the preceding sentence, so 
that a word meaning ‘pleasing’ would be appropriate (nev [du ?). 

80. opeoy is evidently a mistake for op&ov, as remarked by Allen; cf. 6p@9 7odi in the 
Pindar fragment and épé@év in Agatharchides, both quoted in |. 56, n. The Ionic form of 
&pecov would be ovpetoy, and that word is quite inappropriate here. 

84. te is for ro. 
85-6. A predicate for Suvarae would be expected in place of dea rovurov, e.g. Touro 

OF woov, 

87-93. Of Euripides’ "AAkuéwv 6 da KopivOov only three fragments are known with 

certainty (Frs. 74, 75, 77 Nauck), but the argument of it is described by Apollodorus iii. 7. 7, 

who calls the children in question (Amphilochus and Tisiphone) raiéas 6v0, not twins as in 

l. 92. Their mother (the zapéévos of 1. 93) was Manto, daughter of Tiresias, and the deds 

of |. 89 is evidently Apollo; cf. Apollod. iti. 7. 4 mépmovew *A7dAXwve kat TH Tetpeciov Ovyatepa 

Mavro, and Zp. 6. 3, where in a different legend Mopsus is called the son of Apollo and 

Manto. 
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97- The verb in the apodosis may well have been SyAoctra, as Rostowzew suggests. 
1o1—11. The restoration of Il, 102-3 Hodewwv . . . axporo|\ews is due to Stuart Jones ; 

cf. int.and Marcellinus, Vita Thuc. §§ 16-17 éru yap” Onopds eotw 7 atHdn Sydoi 7 emi Tod Taov 
aitov Kepévn, vba Kexdpaktat’ Oovkvoidys *Oddpov “Adipovatos (in § 55 the inscription is quoted 

on the authority of Antyllus). pos yap rats MeXerior dats Kaoupevais early ev KoiAy Ta Kadovpeva 

Kiwoua pynpata, évOa Seixvutar “Hpoddrov Kai Govkvdidou tapos. etpioxerar (59?) SHdov dre Tod 
Mariddou yévous av E€vos yap ovdeis exet Oarrera. kat Hodeuwr de ev rH Tepl akpomddews rtovrots 
paprupe, evOa Kai Tidbeov vidv aire yeyernoOar mpootoropet, and § 28 eyevovro Couxvdidar TodXoil, 
obtds Te 6 “ONdpou traits Kat Sevtepos Snpaywyds, MeAnaiou, os Kal Tepixdet duerodurevaato* tpiros dé 
yéver apoddwos, ob péuvntar Modeuwy ev trois Mept axpordews, Pack@y avrov civar matpds Meévavos, 

There were four books of the Hepi axpor. according to Strabo ix. p. 396. The letter 
following 8 in ]. 102 is very uncertain, only a spot of ink at the bottom of the line being 
preserved, which indicates an angular letter (a or A) or else one beginning with a vertical 
stroke (e. g. , v, or 7) rather than a round letter such as o. dvaypag{ in]. 105 (is the only 
alternative for ¢) suggests an inscription about Thucydides son of Melesias and father of 
Stephanus, parallel to that apparently mentioned by Polemon in the same work with 
reference to the historian; and in fact Athen. vi. 234d states that Polemon ypawas cept 
mapacirav yoy ovtas*... ev Kuvooapyet pev ody ev tT “Hpakel@ otndy tis eorw, ev 7 Whpiopa pev 
*AAKYBidSov, ypappareds dé Sréavos Govxvdidov... This stele may well be identified with or 
connected with the dvaypady here, especially since the paternity of Stephanus seems to the 
point with which our author is most concerned (cf. ll. 112 sqq.); but the Athenaeus quotation 
is generally assigned to Polemon’s Hepi évoparav addfov éemorody (Athen. ix. 409 d), and 
Polemon was there clearly concerned with the meaning of wapaocros, not with Thucydides, 
so that in any case our author’s reference to Polemon Mept dxpoéAews was not to the 
passage quoted by Athenaeus. For Kofadevou in 1. 107 (suggested by Allen) cf. Plut. 
Cimon 4 Kipov b€... kai TO Tare Kino mpoceotkos thy piow, dv be einOecav hace Koddepov 
mpooayopevOnvar, and Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Athen. v. 220 b ‘Inméuxoy péev rov KadQXiou 

KodAepov mpocayopevet. The o is nearly certain, but it is necessary to suppose the omission of 
ka\ov owing to homoioteleuton. Upon the restoration of the end of |. 108 depends the 
sense of the whole passage. Starting from the fact that Polemon according to Marcellinus 
mentioned both Thucydides the historian and Thuc. the Pharsalian (a proxenus of the 
Athenians in 411 B.c.; cf. Thue. viii. 92) in the Hept dxpor., we think that dao in |. r10 
includes Polemon (I. 102), and therefore in ll. ror—2 the name of another author is to be 
supplied, to which 6 .[ in ]. 102 may belong, [ovre: in 1. 108 referring to both names. For 
rptjroy in l, 110 cf. Marcellinus § 28 quoted above. The general sense of Il. ro1—-1r seems 
to be that Polemon epi dxpor. and another author referred to not one Thucydides only 
(€va or éuxds may have followed ody in |. 101) on the evidence of an inscription (? 6’, or eé], 
avaypad|ay in ll. 104-5), but to three in all. A mention of Thucydides by name is expected 
before |. 106, and @ovkvé:|/d7y can well be restored in Il. ror—2 (in which case there is room 
for only a very short name after it before xa, and tov in |. 106 is probably av|lrev), or 
Govkvdi5yy| | roy can be read in ll. 105-6; but a restoration of the whole passage is scarcely 
possible. The hypothesis that ovy qualifies the whole sentence and the point is that Polemon 
did not mention (6A{oc could be read in |. 102) the son of Melesias, but only the other two 
persons called Thucydides, is unsatisfactory, for though Marcellinus does not refer to 
Polemon in connexion with the son of Melesias, Polemon of course knew about the 
politician, and avaypad| does not at all suggest that ovy is to be connected with a verb 
meaning ‘mentioned’. A different sense would be obtained by restoring [aA\o in |, 108 as 
the subject of gaox, contrasted with MoAenov in 1. 102, who would then stand by himself. 
To get rid of the supposed author coupled with Polemon is an advantage, but with rp:|rov in 
1, 110 the passage would then produce a marked conflict with Marcellinus’ statements that 
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Polemon referred to the historian and the Pharsalian in the Tepidxpor. This difficulty could 
be somewhat lessened by restoring rov||rov instead of zpx|\rov in 1. ro, and supposing the 
general sense to be that Polemon ‘identified a certain Thucy dides with ‘the son of Melesias, 
while others maintained that he was the Pharsalian, But the reference to the son of Olorus 
then becomes rather pointless, especially in view of the circumstance that Polemon is known 
from Marcellinus to have produced evidence for the ancestry of the historian. 

113-19 Cf. Jeno 94 c evOvpnOnre Gre Gouxvdidyns krA. One MS. (F) has 6 @oux., which is 

possible here, and before rourovs in]. 118 the MSS. insert cai. A similar passage occurs in the 
Pseudo-Platonic Mepi dperjs 378 a, where it is stated with regard to Melesias and Stephanus 
Tov y €repov péxpt ynpws Btodvra, tov S erepov méppw wavy. Melesias is a character in the 
Laches, but nothing more is known about Stephanus, except the inscription discussed in 
the preceding n. For the obelus against |. 116 cf. 1. 56, n. 

I1gQ—20. Eppun|mos o ro|nrns; the title is added to distinguish him from the philosopher, 
6 Kadd\tuaxecos. The poet was older than Eupolis and Aristophanes according to Suidas. 
The titles of nine of his comedies are known, but not the /apefus. 

121. Iwvols Oup|ady: the Omphale was a satyric drama, of which sixteen fragments are 
known. Another quotation from it perhaps occurred in ll. 277 sqq. 

123. (up) Hpax\eous should perhaps be read, Heracles being then the speaker of the two 
lines; cf. 1. 89 Aeyouevov uro Geov. As the text stands, the subject of e&edavjvo|uev may be 
the satyrs, not Heracles. With Bopetos [u|ros (so Allen) cf. Homer ¥ 221 sqq. rod tperyidrac 
immo . . . Tdwv Kai Bopéns nparcato Bookopevawy. Perhaps Bopevos should be written. 

124-5. opav... UWeomos: cf. Fr. 24 (Nauck) of the Omphale xai Sapdiaviv kdopov cidevar 

Xpoos dewov 7 Tov Tlédomos év vnow tpdmov. The scene of the Omphale was laid in Lydia 
(cf. Frs. 22, 23, 27). Possibly Heracles had been sent by Omphale to fetch one of the 
horses sprung from Boreas which belonged to Pelops; cf. the legend of the capture of 
the horses of Diomedes, which Heracles gave to Eurystheus (Apollod. ii. 5. 8). But the 
plot of the Omphaile is very obscure. 

127. awera, which would mean ‘is winnowed ’, is obviously an error for avera:: cf. e.g. 
Homer K 251 pada yap wé averat. 

128, [diadA]edvxe 5: on the analogy of the preceding lines two letters before \eAvke would 
be preferable, but probably the column sloped away a little to the left, though oin |. 129 
can be omitted. [kaz AJedue 8 is also possible, the simple verb as well as Bua veww being used 
for solving difficulties. Cf. for cai... d€ Il. 174-5, n. 

128-9, Mvalceas 0?| [araplevs: cf. int. and Susemihl i. 679. 1611 agrees with the 
scholia on Hesiod, Pindar, and Lucian in giving Patara (in Lycia) as his birthplace, while 
the MSS. of Athenaeus and Photius call him 6 Tlatpevs, i.e. from Patrae in Achaea, but in 
the light of 1611 are to be emended to 6 Marapevs. With regard to the title of his work on 
oracles Schol. Pindar, O/. ii. 70 calls it Mepi ypyopav, while Schol. Hesiod, Zheog. 117 calls 
it » rov Aedduxav XpNT HOY avvaywyn. 1611 seems to agree with the former, but tle | tov 

x|pncpoly cuvayeyne is a possible reading. 
135-43. The coronis after |. 138 probably indicates a following quotation (cf. 1. 115 

and int. p. 129), to which @apoe in 1. 141 may well belong. Allen’ suggests IevOe[auheca 
....in |. 139 and @apre Dlerdeoea a J, Ged hE A ee from the Aeshiopis of 
Arctinus, which is perhaps cited in Il. 145-50; cf. ll. 148-9, n. But os (probably és) ey{ in 
l. 142 does not suit this hypothesis, and the colour of Frs. 3 and 4 is different, so that 
a connexion between them is unlikely. Lines 136-8 might also be hexameters, as Allen 
remarks, e. g. ov mar|epa kAntoaa(a)| o de Gal... 

146. eyyovos: this spelling of ékyovos occurs in Attic inscriptions down to 300 B.c. and 
in Ptolemaic inscriptions and papyri (cf. Mayser, Gramm. d. griech. Pap. p. 228); but is 
not legitimate in hexameters. 

L 
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148-9. Ap|xre?|vos: [Ay ? jaws can equally well be read, or possibly [. .|Acs. Achaeus 
wrote tragedies entitled “Adpacros, “A¢aves, "A@a, ’AApeciBora, Enoevs, Kvxvos, Moipar, Mapos, 

Oidizrovs, MetpiBovs, Piroxrynrns, and #pi€os, one of which may have described the death of the 

woman in question ; but if the author mentioned in 1]. 149 also wrote the hexameter verse 
quoted in |, 146 (whichis probable, but not clear), he is not likely to have been Achaeus. With 
Ap|kre|vos (Allen) the quotation would come from the ee the woman being Penthesilea 
and the speaker presumably Achilles ; cf. ll. 135-43, n.  exreBer[ae may, however, end |. 148. 

150-2. It is not possible to restore Sipou|dys.. . cel é [raid vow. 
154. Not more than one line, if any, is lost before the top of the column, twenty-four 

lines being accounted for, if Fr. 43, which is referred to the middles of |], 160-2 a, is rightly 
placed, as is practically certain. That Fr. 5 belongs to the upper part of the column of which 
Fr. 6. i is the bottom is indicated by the colour “of the verso besides the suitability of the 
resulting restoration. 

158-9. xa]|$alrep now EpatooGe|yns (Allen) can be restored ; cf. Il. 162-5, n. and int. 
160. Ppulrfexos: cf.l 171. ev | ras P[pu|v|iyou @dacs | apyyo|v|ier| ov is unlikely on account 

of the verb in }. 165 (aapa{zroce: 2). 
161. Perhaps adnyo[u|per|os ovras, 
162-5. Cf. Ar. Clouds 967 i) ‘UWadddda mepoérodw Sewav’ i) ¢ THAEemropéy tt Boapa’, where 

Schol. RV have apx7) doparos Ppvixov, os "EparoaGevns dno (py. as "Ep. &puv. V), dpirxos 
(de V, om. R) avtov TovTov Tov AopaTos pynpovever ws Aapmpokdéouvs bvtos Tla\d\ada mepoemroniy 

KAjut@ mroAepaddxov ayvav maida Aws peyadov, and Schol. Ald, has... Aaprpoxdéovs etvai paocw 

*AOnvaiov, ToD Midwvos viov. exe dé oUTws* TlaAAdda repaéwoAw KTA., aS in Schol. RV, but adding 
Sapdourmoy after peyddov. adds, orws Eparoobévns’ Ppiviyos avtovd trovTov Tov acparos pewyynTat os 

Aapmpoxdeéovs évros ToD Mid@vos viod 7) pabnrod* exer d€ ovtws’ Hahdada mepoemodw Seivijy Oedv 

eypexOoov torudnita modepaddxoy dyvay maida Avs peyddov Saudourmov, Kai kata Aapmpoxdea 

troriOnar xara NeEw. Schol. Aristid. 217 Dindorf (in reference to the Aristophanes line) has 
cldos TovTo dopatos Kai apxy* Tov dé romry adrov ‘Podspos Kai Avovictos (time of Hadrian) ioropodow 
ev THt Movorkne (SC. iaropiat) Ppiuydv twa, GAdor b€ aoe Aapmpokdéa i) Styoixopov. Oo dé ‘ Sewjy” 

dvri 160 KAnow keiTaL Tapa TOL KapKo’ TO yap dopa oUTws Eyer ‘ TladAdda TEepoemoAW KANTW TOAE- 
paddkov dyvayv maida Atos peyddov Sapaourmoy (SapyytAov Or Sapryn@dov MSS.) ciaroy (corrupt) 

mapOévov. “These passages are discussed by Wilamowitz, Zevigesch. d. griech. Lyr. 84-5. 
There were evidently at least two versions of the hymn. 1611 agrees with the version in 
the first note in Schol. Ald., which is really the same as that of Schol. RV and Schol. 
Aristid., the former scholium merely omitting Sayaoummov and the latter having «\jow for 
kAni(w and adding two words at the end. ‘This, the shorter of the two versions, was that 
of Phrynichus, as is clear from 1611, and was rightly stated by Schol. RV and Schol. 
Aristid., whereas the first note in Schol. Ald. wrongly assigned it to Lamprocles. The 
longer version, i. e. that of Lamprocles, with which Aristophanes’ citation, so far as it goes, 
agrees, was given in the second note in Schol. Ald., where the authorship is not clearly 
indicated. None of the scholia makes it clear which Phrynichus is meant. The lyric and 
tragic poet was formerly supposed to be indicated, but now the Phrynichus in question 
whether understood or not by the scholiasts (cf. Wilamowitz, Z.c.), is generally considered to 
be the comic poet. 1611 also makes no clear sign on this point, but the way in which 
Phrynichus and Aristophanes are coupled (saparoet is apparently used with regard to both ; 
cf. the next n.) favours the identification with the comic poet. The brief statements in 
Schol. RV may be derived from our author's fuller discussion, if he was reproducing Erato- 
sthenes or, as is possible but not likely (cf. int.), was Eratosthenes himself. The other 
scholia do not seem to be specially connected with 1611. 

165. mapalroe: cf. 1. 175 mapar|oe. The word can mean either ‘imitate’ or 
“introduce ’. 
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168, Xapadeor: cf. p. 129. His work Mept kop@dias is cited by Athen. ix. 374 a. 
171. The omission of the superfluous cis indicated by both a dot above it (cf. e.g. 1624) 

and a stroke through it. 
172-3. palOn(r7) | Mid@vos?]: pa may be at the end of the line, but pa\[@nrm] does not 

fill the lacuna and is unintelligible. The suggested restoration is very doubiful, but brings 
the passage into connexion with Schol. Ald. on Ar. Clouds 967 (quoted in ll. 162-5, n.) 
Midwvos viod 4 pabyrod, and there is no objection to pa|4n), if the last two letters were written 
small, as often happens at the end of a line. Schol. Plat. A/cz. i. 387 makes Lamprocles 
the pupil of Agathocles and teacher of Damon. al can hardly be an adjective of place, 
for Lamprocles was an Athenian. 

174-5. For ca... de cf. ll. 128, n., 150-1, 228-9. 
183. AaBl : or Aadl. 
195. mvp: cf. 1. 306. But Fr. 7 does not belong to the same column as Frs. 21-2. 
202. yvy| is perhaps yem[aus in some form. yey»y|[rac cannot be read, p or v being the 

only alternatives for r. 
212-14. E)Aar|xos 6 ev [rats Eéver ? | kriseot: the restoration is due to Allen. The 

works variously entitled Mepi ¢@vav, "E@va@v évopaciat, Krioes, Krices eOvav cai 7é\ewy (Hellan. 
Fr. 109 from Steph. Byz. ; 1611 seems to have had eé@ray or 7é\ewv alone), and perhaps Hepi Xéov 
krivews, are all considered to be identical by Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Fea/enc. viii. 136-7. 

216. «’ for x(aé) occurs as early as the end of the first century in the ’A@nvatwv Modcreia 
papyrus. 

218-28. Cf. int. p. 129. 
222-3. peOixay alroxopica|u?|evor de: the vestige of the letter following cay is too slight 

to be a real clue, but suggests a or A more than a letter beginning with a vertical stroke, 
or round, pe@(e)ccav = peOjxav is much more likely than ped txav .| (i.e. some part Of ixards), 
for there is hardly room for a substantive in ]. 222 as well as the beginning of a participle. 
In Dittenberger, Or. Gr. /nscr. 55. 6, apeixey is apparently a mere variation of spelling for 
agpjxev, which occurs in |. 13, not a perfect, as regarded by Mayser, of. cz/. p. 331. 

223. The correction is by the first hand; cf. p. 130. The reading of the letter after rov 
is very doubtful, but @ or A suits better than any other letter. 

224. Ulapoy: cf. ]. 226. But y, x, », » or y.| ore.{ can be read in place of =. 
228-9. Cf. Il. 174-5, n. 
231. If the paragraphus is rightly placed (cf. however Il. go-1, where it is not), aproral 

is not to be connected with Il. 232 sqq., so that Apioralpyos is not very likely. Apuoro davns 
cannot be read. 

245. evxaror: the second letter might be y or «, the third a or Q, the last v. 
247. 0 de Agon|: no personal name beginning thus is known, but there might be 

a reference to the places "Aconpa or ’Aoonods or adjectives derived from them. Neither 
Agats { nor Acous is admissible ; Aeou[apos (a river in Sicily so spelled in Thue. vii. 84) 
is possible, but seems too long, even with e} orparevor in |. 248, while Acow|apoly [o|rpa- 
revot, Which is possible as a reading, gives no construction. ‘The division as oy{ (or cu{) 
does not suggest any suitable word. < 

268. Perhaps Syp|oridov. 

270. |vvado[: the third letter could be read as A. The division wa?|vv adc| is more 
probable than |v vaSo|. 

278. Possibly OugalAny: cf. ]. 121, n. 
280. [@codex|r[n|s: the tip of a vertical stroke below the line suits r, and is inconsistent 

with the terminations of Kapkivos, Etpuriéns, or TysnoiGeos, who are the only other tragic poets 
known to have written an Oresfes. Of Theodectes’ play with that title only one line 
is extant. 

L2 
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281. e above the line is cursively written; cf. p. 130. 
283. ||.Juos 8[.: va is possible in place of 1, and a or 2 instead of 6 after Juos. 

A\é|v|uos 6[e can be restored, but this line may belong to the quotation from the Oresées ; 
cf. int. p. 129. 

301. Avown| ros: cla 3a: 

303. |»tp|: Frs. 21 and 22 join here, the tail of the p being on Fr. 22. 
306. mup: cf. 1]. 195, n. 
327-31. Cf. ll. 23-7, n. 
339. After 7 is an erasure with perhaps one or two letters above it. 
341. Ayp| is more likely to be connected with Aefpioy than with Aupds. It does not seem 

possible to read ap). 
359. |uapr| : possibly Ep |uadp| odcr. 

369-70. Allen suggests BacW|ews &{tAomaropos| (or | Aadehprov) TIrodep|avov: but if so 
the order of the words is unusual. 

392-5. Fr. 43 has been assigned to ll. 160-2 a. 
442. There is no other instance in 1611 of a stop in the middle position, and it is 

very doubtful whether Fr. 64 belongs to this papyrus. 

1612. ORATION ON THE CULT OF CAESAR. 

28-2 X 12 cm. Third century. 

This papyrus, which was found with 1606-8, &c., and concludes the 

publication of the first of the three large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6 

(cf. 1606. int.), belongs to a speech of a novel character, the subject of it being 

the cult of a Roman Emperor, who is called simply ‘Caesar’. One column 

of forty lines is fairly well preserved, and there are beginnings of lines of a second 

column, besides a small detached scrap, which does not seem to belong to Col. i. 

The handwriting is a not very elegant specimen of the sloping oval third-century 

type. The beginnings of the lines, which contain 15-20 letters, slope away 

to the left in a marked degree, and the ends are decidedly uneven. Paragraphi 

and frequent high stops occur. « adscript is written in l. 27, but in |. 11 its 

insertion is doubtful. A correction in |. 12 is in a different hand, which used 

lighter ink, but seems to be not appreciably later than the first. In ll. 22-5 

apparent corruptions have not been altered. 

The main purport of the oration, so far as it can be ascertained, was the 

opposition of the speaker to the cult of Caesar as practised in his own city 

(1. 26 év@dde), or rather to certain extensions of it or novelties (cf. 1. 1, n.) 

proposed by his adversaries. To Caesar-worship in general he does not seem 

to have been opposed, for in Il. 22 sqq. he expressly deprecates ac€Se.a towards 

Caesar, and disclaims any wish to deprive him of the ‘glory of immortality’. In 

addressing his audience he habitually used the second person plural (Il. 30 sqq.). 
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while his opponents are also spoken of in the plural (I. 11 pao’); but in 1, 10 
{BlovAotro a single adversary seems to be indicated, and in ]. 1 the second person 

singular is apparently used, with reference to an opponent more probably than 

to himself in an objection placed in the mouth of an adversary. The first six 

lines are too incomplete to be restored: a new sentence began in |. 7, as is shown 

by the paragraphus. The speaker refers to the rites performed in honour of 

Caesar, and strongly asserts his satisfaction that these were not invented by his 
fellow countrymen (jets), but at Nicaea by an individual whom he declines 

to describe (ll. 9-17). His argument is that this cult ought to be left to the 

Nicaeans. and that the observance of it at his own city would be as impious to 

Caesar as the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries at any other city than 
Athens would be to Demeter (ll. 17-29; this interpretation rests on two rather 

violent alterations in the text, which are, we think, absolutely necessitated 

by the context; cf. 1. 22, n.). Evidently conscious that he was treading on 

dangerous ground, the orator then declares his intention of proving that his 

own views were not really derogatory to the immortality of Caesar (Il. 30-5) ; 

but the text becomes fragmentary at this point, a contrast being apparently 

drawn in ll. 35-40 between the previous and the existing cults at the city 

in question. From Col. ii nothing of importance can be gleaned. 

The boldness of the speaker in dealing with so delicate a topic as Caesar- 

worship is striking, and one would gladly have learnt more of his views on this 

interesting subject. As the fragment stands, it is difficult, perhaps impossible, 

to reconstruct the background of the situation with any approach to certainty. 

The first questions to arise are (1) what place was meant by €v@dée in |. 26, and 

(2) which, if any particular emperor was meant by ‘Caesar’? The reference 

to Nicaea as the starting-place of the cult to which the speaker objected suggests 

a connexion with the well-known description of the origin of Caesar-worship in 
Dio Cassius li. 20 Kaicap dé év TovTw (sc. 29 B.C.) Ta Te GAAa expnuarice Kal TEWEvn 

77 Te “Poépun Kal to Tarpl To Kaicapr jpwa adror “lovAtoy dvoudcas év re Epéow kal ev 

Nixaia yevéoOar épijxev. adrau yap tore at modes ev Te 7H Aola Kal év TH Bibvvia 

mpoetetiunvto. Kat Tovrous ev Tots Pwpators Tots Tap’ avTots emoLKovar TYLA TpoTEeTace’ 

Tots 6€ 61) E€vors ("EAAnvas has emiKadécas) éavT@ Twa, Tois wev “Aocravots ev Iepyaum, 

tots & BiOvvois ev Nixopndela tewerioar emetpewe. Kal Tobr’ exeiOev apEduevor Kat én 

GAAwY advroxpatépwv ov povoy év Tots “EAAnvixots eOveow, GdAa Kal ev Tols GAO boa 

Tov “Pwpaiwv axover eyévero. Dio’s statement that the temples at Pergamum and 

Nicomedia were dedicated to Augustus alone requires modification, since it 
conflicts with the statements of Tacitus, Amz. iv. 37, that the temple at Pergamum 

was dedicated to Augustus and Rome, and of Suetonius, Aug. 52, that Rome was 

regularly associated with Augustus in the provincial cults; cf. Kornemann, 
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Kio, i. g8. The correspondence between the papyrus and Dio would be made 
most exact by supposing the speaker in 1612 to be a Roman (which is in any 

case probable), and ‘ Caesar’ to be Julius throughout. év@ade, with which Nicaea 

is so vehemently contrasted, might well be Nicomedia; for the two cities were 

long engaged in feud on the question of the headship of Bithynia, and the 

dispute was sufficiently important to be the subject of an oration by Dio Chrysostom 

(no. 38), recommending his compatriots of Nicomedia to come to terms with 

Nicaea. The hypothesis that the speaker in 1612 was a Nicomedian would 

also accord very well with the reference in Il. 24-8 to Demeter; for that goddess 

appears on the coins of Nicomedia (Wroth, Catal. of Greek coins of Pontus, &c., 

pp- 181, 183, 186), and Arrian, the most famous citizen of Nicomedia (cf. Steph. 

Byz. s.v.), was perpetual priest of Demeter and Core there (Schwartz in Pauly- 

Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 1230). With this interpretation of 1612, which is based 

upon the identification of ‘Caesar’ with Julius and the existence of a close 

connexion with Dio, the oration was presumably delivered during the reign of 

Augustus, when Caesar-worship of any kind was still a novelty. But there 

are several other possible modes of interpretation. The references to ‘ Caesar’ 

in 1612 do not necessarily indicate that he was dead at the time when the 

oration was delivered (though cf. l. 31, n.), and if he was alive, ‘Caesar’ must be 

Augustus or one of his successors, not Julius. The date of the papyrus practically 

excludes the possibility of a later emperor than Severus Alexander being meant 

(Diocletian, who made his residence at Nicomedia, is quite out of the question) ; 

but, especially in view of the rather compromising character of the contents of 

1612, it would be more satisfactory to diminish the interval between the supposed 

date of composition and that of the papyrus, which if ‘Caesar’ is Julius or 
Augustus seems to be about 200 years. Caracalla and Heliogabalus both 

wintered at Nicomedia, and festivals in honour of Commodus and the brothers 

Caracalla and Geta are mentioned in the coins of Nicaea (Wroth, of. cz¢. pp. 162, 

166). It is also just possible that in ll. 35-6 there is a reference to ‘ Caesars’ in 

the plural, and that these are the reigning emperors. Not only is the hypothesis 

that the scene of the speech was Bithynia quite compatible with the identification 

of ‘Caesar’ with a much later emperor than Augustus, but the provenance of the 
papyrus rather suggests Egypt as the scene, though 1612 is hardly parallel to 

e.g. 471, a speech before an emperor directed probably against a praefect 

of Egypt, which is also arranged in literary form, with punctuation, &c. Against, 

however, the advantages to be gained by making ‘ Caesar’ throughout a second 

or even third century emperor has to be set the consequent impossibility of 

connecting the reference to Nicaea with the passage quoted from Dio Cassius. 

If ‘the Nicaean’ was the author of the proposal mentioned by Dio, as the 
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coincidence with regard to the place-name suggests, Kaléclap: in 1. 11 ought 

to be Julius, and there is no indication that in ll. 9, 24, and 32 a different 

Caesar is meant. Moreover the use of the present tense éoriy in 1. 15 in 

place of jjv, though explicable as a mere piece of rhetoric, rather indicates 
that the Nicaean in question was still alive, and if so he cannot have been 
a second or third century individual, unless the circumstances alluded to in 

ll. 14-16 were quite different from those described by Dio. 

A third line of interpretation was proposed by Sir W. M. Ramsay, who, taking 

Caesar as ‘the Emperor’ in the widest sense, i.e. including the dead as well as 
the living, suggests that 1612 deals with the degradation of true Caesar-worship, 

as expressing Roman patriotism, by superstitious admixture, as e.g. the Nicaean 

cult of the Spordzous tnzmes illustrated by the coins of that city (cf. Drexler in 

Roscher's Lex. d. griech. u. rim. Mythol. ii. 2693-6), and regards the papyrus as 

a speech made in opposition to some such proposed degradation in the second or 

early third century. The horse with human feet figured in Nicaean coins of 

Antoninus Pius and Gordian is generally supposed to be connected with the 

horse possessing huwmants similes pedes in the equestrian statue of Julius Caesar 

before the temple of Venus Genetrix at Rome (Pliny, Wat. Hist. viii. 155; cf. 

Suetonius, /z/zs 61) ; but whether the rider represented on the coins, who seems 

to be the god Men, was also identified with Julius Caesar, is more doubtful, and 

there are no indications in 1612 that the superstitious element to which the speaker 

objected was concerned with a horse. 

On the whole we are disposed to regard ‘ Caesar’ throughout 1612 as Julius, 

not Augustus or a later emperor, whether dead or reigning ; but the mention of 

‘the Nicaean ’ seems more likely to refer to some unknown innovation connected 

with the worship of Julius, than to either the establishment of that worship at 

Nicaea as recorded by Dio or the cult of the Spordmovs izmos. In view of the 

date of the papyrus the speech was probably composed and delivered (or supposed 

to be delivered) not earlier than the second century, and it is safer to make the 

scene of it Egypt (i.e. Alexandria) than Bithynia. The author may well have 

been a sophist of the age of Aristides or a little later, objecting to the introduc- 

tion of some new kind of Oriental cult into the worship of Julius; but such 

a speech might also occur in a historical work in the style of Dio Cassius. 

Birt Cole: Col. ii. 
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eer avei|va?|, tov roovtwy ovdev, [re] 8 ovx apatpnoecOle | ddfav ris dOarlacias| tov 
Kaicapos éd\v enol? mlerOqre, mapade| ypa tluiv epo 7d viv]... ... | esto clilocbcdoc ju 
ereNodpe|y [...... klai z[ovr@?|v ovdev.. . 

*,.. he would wish these(?) really to magnify Caesar, I am referring to the rites which 
they say that they perform to Caesar. It was not we who originally invented those rites, 
which is to our credit, but it was a Nicaean who was the first to institute them. The 
character of the man need not be described: in any case let the rites be his, and let them 
be performed among his people alone, as the Eleusinian rites are among the Athenians, 
unless we wish to commit sacrilege against Caesar himself, as we should commit sacrilege 
against Demeter also, if we performed to her here the ritual used there; for she is un- 
willing to allow any rites of that sort (?). Asa proof that you will not be depriving Caesar 
of the glory of immortality, if you listen to me, | will tell you...’ 

I. ov de vea 7{: the use of the second person singular creates a slight, but by no 
means insuperable difficulty; cf int. ov might of course be e.g. nuel|ov, and 6 ev eAn{c... 
could be read; but vea suits the context (cf. 1. 38 apyaa), referring to the rites in 
question. 

3. tovroi|: the last letter can also be y, p, v, or a. 
4. peran| : OF peray|. 

7-8. |v p\elra: the vestige of a letter following v is too slight to afford a real clue, and 
after it nothing may be lost. 

8. ro r.{...|: + and v sometimes closely resemble each other in this hand, and rouz{. . .| 
is just possible, but ro r followed by », 1, or v is preferable. There may have been a high 
stop after momreoy, the surface of the papyrus being damaged at that point. In any case 
tavra seems to be the subject of ceuvuvew, not the object of zomreoy, though the construction 
of Il. 7-10 is not clear. The sentence may have begun with «i. 

10. ay ||ovdorro: the vestige of the supposed » is very slight, and there would be room 
for another letter in the lacuna, for »[8] occupies the same space as Kaw in ll. g and rr. 
6 is possible in place of a, but ay seems necessary for the optative. 

II. to Kaliojapt: Or tax Kia jap. Cf. [ajurne ral Il, Bis 
14. Nukaevs: cf, int. 

16. avOpwros may receive either a rough or a smooth breathing. 
22. et Bovdupel@la: the insertion of a negative is required both here and in |. 25 to give 

sense to the argument. e@|olupev there is evidently a mistake for aceSoimev, and here either 
ec is to be altered to ov, or py is to be inserted. 

26. alv|: v is almost certain, or a, which are the only other possibilities, being much 
less suitable. The repetition of a is not necessarily wrong, but probably there was 
a mistake of some kind, possibly the incorrect division v¢A[olupev|[n|v (Sc. aveBotper). 

28-9. The subject of e@eXe is not clear, but is more likely to be Caesar or Demeter 



154 THEE) TOXNACELVIN OES WEARER 

than the Nicaean. The next word is presumably an infinitive ending in [. al: or [o@a|e or 
perhaps |aly or {ec\v. The last letter is more like « than v, and no alternative is possible. 
v before « is almost certain, 7 being the only alternative. The first letter must be a, y, 4, A, 
h, ¥, 7, OF 7: a spot of ink between this and v probably, if the first letter is a, belongs to 
that, not to a distinct letter, and is in any case inconsistent with a broad letter or one 
coming below the line. avei{vali, ‘to allow’, is difficult, but suits the vestiges better than 
alp veal, In tev certainly, and possibly in rovovrwy also, the @ is closed at the top, as 
if the scribe intended to alter it to o; but he certainly did not write roy roovrov originally, 
and is more likely to have intended ray rowvrey. ovdev suits the vestiges better than ov@ev 
(cf. l. 37). The supposed stop after it is uncertain; the surface of the papyrus is damaged 
and ovdeva is a possible reading. 

31. abarjactas|: cf. Dio lit. 36 Gor’ etvep abavaros Ovrws emBupeis yevéoba in the speech 

of Maecenas to Augustus. Lines 30-2 seem more appropriate to a dead than to a living 
Caesar, who did not become technically devs till his death ; cf. int. p. 150. 

34. The letter following vuy, if not r, is probably y or =. 
35-6. It is rather tempting to read rev K|aw|al/por (cf. p. 150); but the letter at the end 

of I. 35 is much more like « than a, |v might be the end of zpo rolv. 

1613. List OF EARLY ATHENIAN ARCHONS. 

4:6 X 4-4 CM. Second century. 

This small fragment from the middle of a column belongs to a list of the 

earliest Athenian archons with the numbers of their years of office, like the lists 

in Eusebius (Schone, Euseb. Chron. i. 188 and App. 1a. 11), Jerome (of. civ. 

App. 1b. 31), the Excerpta Latina Barbari (of. czt. App. 6. 217), and Syncellus 

(ed. Dindorf i. 368, 399); cf. v. Schoeffer in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. il. 582-3. 

Such lists were no doubt common in Egypt; cf. the chronological list of 

Olympic victors in 222, and A. Bauer’s Alerandrinische Weltchronik (Denkschr. d. 

Wien. Akad. \i). The handwriting is a small uncial of the Roman period, 

probably of the second century. After the abolition of the Athenian monarchy 

archons according to tradition were appointed at first for life, afterwards for 

ten years, and from 683 B.C. onwards annually. The change from archons for 

life to decennial archons began according to the Exc. Lat. Barb. with Alcmaeon, 

but the other authorities make him the last of the first category. The papyrus 

contains the name of Alcmaeon (I. 5) with the names of his four predecessors 

and six successors in the best supported order (cf. ll. 3-4, n.); but the numbers 

of the years of office are missing throughout, and there is nothing to show which 

view was taken with reference to the chronology of Alcmaeon. One name 
is quite corrupt (lI. 6. n.) and another is misspelled (1. 8, n.). Only one more 

name after |. 11 is required to complete the list of decennial archons: before 

l. t eight names of archons for life are probably lost; cf. ll. 3-4, n. 
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Aperg{pwr]) ern [.- 
Ocomielus| eTn [.- 

Ayapnorwp| eT [.- 

Atoxvros 77 .. 

5 Adkpeor | €TN 

Xa.os [ €T1) 

Acoipud| ns €TN 

Ke00:k\ os €77) 

Imrop\evns «7 

to AewKpaltns €TN) 

Award\ pos eT) 

1-3. That the originally separate fragment containing ery (three times) is correctly 
assigned to these lines is not quite certain. 

3-4. Between Agamestor and Aeschylus the Exc. Lat. Barb. insert Thersippus, who 
is placed by the other authorities (cf. int.) 4th in the list of archons for life, Ariphron 
(I. 1) being goth, as he presumably was here. 

5. Adkpeov: cf. int. 

6. Xaos: 1. Xapoy. From this point onwards the figure lost was presumably « in each 
case; cf. int. 

8. KNcodufos: so also Syncellus; but Eusebius has (K)NeiSicos or Alidikus, Jerome 
Elidicus, and Exc. Lat. Barb. Celdicus. KyeStxos is the correct form; cf. Paus. i. 3. 3. 

Li RAC MENTS (OF (xXVvAND CLASSICAL 

AUTHORS 

1614. PINDAR, Ol. i, ii, vi, vil. 

28-8 x 27-2 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 

The lost poems of Pindar occur in several papyri, chiefly from Oxyrhynchus, 

Dithyrambs in 1604, Paeans in 841 and P.S.I. 147, Partheneia in 659, odes of 

uncertain character in 408 and possibly 426; but the extant epinician odes have 

not hitherto been represented in Egyptian finds, so that a special interest attaches 

to this fragment of a codex of the Olympian odes. It consists of a single sheet 

forming two leaves, the first of which contains i. 106-ii. 45 (when complete i. 104- 
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ii, 50), the second vi. 71—-vii. 20 (when complete vi. 68—vii. 26). The lines are for 

the most part short, being divided much as in the extant MSS., and of the four 
columns two (i and iii) are fairly well preserved, but the other two have only the 

ends of lines. The upper margin isnot preserved anywhere, but in Col. iii 1. 150 

(= Ol. vi. 95) is the last. 20 more lines corresponding to vi. 96-105 are 

required to complete the ode, but these must have been omitted in Col. iv, 

for 1. 158 (vii. 6) is at the back of 1. 111 (vi. 72), and that the number of lines lost 

at the top of Col. iv did not exceed 7 is clear from the size of the corresponding 

interval between the last extant line of Col. i (I. 51 = ii. 17) and the first of Col. ii 

(l. 57= ii. 21). How the 5 missing lines were distributed between Cols. i and ii 
is not quite certain, for, as far as Col. i by itself is concerned, there is room for 

I or 2 more lines at the bottom. But if, as seems not improbable, Ode vii 

began at the top of Col. iv, the top of Col. ii can be made fairly even with the top 

of Col, iv only on the hypothesis that 1. 51 was the last of Col. i. Otherwise, if 

e.g. there are only 3 lines instead of 5 lost at the top of Col. ii, there will certainly 

not be room at the top of Col. iv for the first few lines of Ode vii, especially since 

the writing in Cols. iii-iv is by a different scribe from that of Cols. i-ii and less 

compact. Neither scribe employed a formal uncial, the hand of the first being rude 

and irregular, while that of the second tends to become cursive, particularly in 

et at the ends of lines. Black ink was used by the first scribe as far as 1. 67, 

brown ink by him in ll. 68-95 and by the second scribe, whose pen was 

thinner. Iota adscript was rarely written. Both scribes inserted marks of elision 

and diaeresis and occasional stops (high points), the second also occasional 

breathings and an apostrophe after yap in 1. 144; but a breathing in 1]. 37 in 

brown ink was not written, originally at any rate, by the first hand. That is the 

only trace of a subsequent revision apart from corrections clearly due to the two 

scribes themselves. The date of the papyrus is certainly fifth or sixth century, 
more probably the former, but the Byzantine documents found with it have not 

yet been unrolled. 

The MSS. of Pindar’s epinician odes are divided into two families, called the 

Ambrosian and the Vatican. Of the first group the chief representatives are 

A (13th cent.), C (late 14th cent.), N (13th-14th cent.), V (late 13th cent.) ; of the 

second B (12th cent.), D and E (14th cent.). In OZ. i this classification has to be 

modified, since A there combines with the Vatican group, D with the Ambrosian. 

The archetype of both families is assigned to the second century, to which 

the extant scholia are also referred. The text is generally thought to have been 

preserved with considerable care owing to the efforts of grammarians, and to have 

undergone comparatively little corruption since the second century, before which, 

as is shown by quotations, it was far from being fixed. This view is borne out 
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by the papyrus, which carries back the evidence some seven centuries and is 

very close to the text of the best MSS., agreeing sometimes with the Ambrosian 

family (ll. 79, 112, 116-17, 121, 146, 169), somewhat oftener with the Vatican 

(Il. 8, 24, 30, 36, 59, 82, 85, 92, 95, 126,175). The difficulty in ii. 6 (ll. 32-3, n.) 
and the interpolation in ii. 29-30 (Il. 70-1, n.) recur. A number of slips are 

found, as is usual in Byzantine texts; cf. e.g. 1618. Of the new readings the most 
interesting occur in ii. 39 and vi. 77; cf. ll. 88 and 119, nn. 

Col. i (Fol. 

3 lines lost 

Oi cos emitporros 

5 €wv Tao pyderac 

exov [Tolvjto Kndos Tepwv 

Heplpriat|ou:| ec de pn Taxv Actrot 

eT. yAvuKUTEpay KEV €ATTOMAL 

guy appate Bow KAle 

ro fel emlkoupov ¢\upwy 

odov d[e]lyor ral p evdeledov eAOwv 

Kpoviov: epot pev jay Mowca kaprepo 

tarov Bedos adkar Tpleper? addox 

at 6 addot peyado: To 6 exyaroly ko 

15 pupovrat Baothevouw pyKeTe 

TANTALVE TrOpaLov 

€l) GE YE TOUTOY 

u\you Xpovoy mately Epe 

TE TodaadE vikadpopols 

20 opirely TpopavTov aodiia kad EX 

Aavas eovTa TavTa 

BY) 252) \2)5)52 | 

Onpovi Aakpalyavtivw appate? 

reve) 

avag t\popuryy«s UpVoL ii. 

Twa Oleov ti’ 7\poa 

25 Tula 6 | avdpa Kedaldnooper 

nrot ITica pev Aijos 

1. 106 

115 

I verso). 

40 

Odvymada 8 eolra 

oev HpaxXens 

akpoO.va moXepov | 

Onpava de TETpaolpias ii, 5 

eveKa viKabopou 

yey@unreov om 

Oikaov €evov 

epercn Axkpayaytios 

evovupev O€ TaTe| par 

awTov opOoroAw 

kapovTes oc moda [Ovpm 

tepovy exxov olknpa | 10 

ToTapou: Xu.Kedias [7 evav 

opOarpiols: aay 3b ede 

TE pojpoi|ujos mAouTov 

TE Kal Xa\ply ayov 

yvno.a\is em apeTats 

adr w K{pore wat Peas 

edos Odlvpmov vepov 

aeOdoly Te Kopupay 

mopioly {jr AXddeou 

ialv|Oe[es aoloals 15 

euppla|y apoupay eT 7a 

Tplav opto Kopicov 

Noww yevet Tov de Tempaypevar 
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Col. ii (Fol. 1 recto). 

[ev dika TE Kat mapa S.Kkav] 

[amointov ovd av| 

[Xpovos 0 mavT@y marnp| 

(duvatto Oepev epywy TeXos| 

[(Aaba de moTw vy Evdaiport yevolT av] ii,20 

echoyv yap vio xappaTaly | 

mya Ovacker ma\\ryKoToy dapacbev 

joray Ocov Morpa) mepmrn 

avexas odBov vw|ndov 

[emerat de Aoyos ev|Ipovas 

to on (Kadpowo kovpat|s|*| emabov 

(at peyada| trevOos de 

[miT|ver Bapv 

[kpelacovey mpos ayabov 

(@jer pev Odvpmtriots 

atrob\avo:ca Bpopw 

[Kepau|vov Tavue 

Oetpa Neperla dire 

[de wv ITad)\as ata pire 

ovtt de Mjooat 

[kar Zeus ma\tnp pada dire 30 

(de mais 0 Ktaao\popos 

[Aeyou7e 6 ely klale Oadacca 

75 

80 

go 

[ueTa Kopator N]npeos 

adiats Biorov| apOcrov 

[Ivor reraxOa| Tov o 

Aov aude xpolvov n7or 

Bpotwy ye Ke|\Kpirat 

mepas ov 7t Oavlarou 

ovd acvyxipov] apepay 

omoTe ald | adLou 

ateipe auy alyabo 

[TeAevTacopu lev 

poat & adXor’| addat 

evOupiay] Te pera Kat 

Tovev es alvdpas «Bay 
ourw de Mop) a te matpoay 

T@vd €xeL Tor? Eluppova moTpov 40 

[Jeoprw oluv o\Bo 

[eme Te Kat m\npl’ alyec 

[wadwTpatedoy ad|\@ xplov|@ 

e€ oumep extetve Aaov popipos| vios 

[cvvavropevos ev de IIu | 

Oove xpnobev madaipatov| TeXceooev 

9 lines lost 

Col. iii (Fol. 2 recto). 

5 lines lost 

and hand e€ oju moAukAetTov ka8 EAXavas vi. 72 

111 yevos I[apidav 

115 

oABos ap’ eome|rlo Tliuwvres O aperas 

es davepav odov [epxovTar TeKpal 

pet xpne exaotov polpos 6 €€ 

adAwv Kpepatat POove ovtwr 

TOLS ols TOTE Tpwrots Tept [SwdEKaTOY 75 

Spopov ehavvovtecow altdova mort 

135 

yAwooa akovas Aryupas 

a pg Oedor{r]a mpoolep|me 

KaAXlpoallotly mvoais patpopal 

Top ena Stuppadis evavOns Me{rora 

mAaginmov a [OnBaly ert 
a 

kev TES Epazieivoly vdwp 

2 85 

Tlopat avoplaciw a\ixplataliot mAeKkov 

motkiAov vplvov olrpuivjoy vuv ¢|Tatpous 
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oraén Xapis evkKAca popdiav 

ec 6 erupws vio Kuddavas opos 

Aynowa patpwes avdpes 

vateTaovTes eOwpnoav Oewy 

Kapuka N[el|iras Ovoras 

moAXa bn ToddAaow Eppay evoeBews 

os ayevas: €xéEL 

poipay 7 aebd\ov Apkadiav 
’ 

T €vavopa TL 

€ 

pau Kivos ® Tat SwaTpatov 
a 

ouv BpuvydovTa marpt 

KPQlvel oebev evtvy[] €|kav 

dogav exw Tw’ emt 

on 
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Awvea: mpalrov plev H 

pav IlapOevav Kera dnoa 

yveovat 7] eer apxacjoy [ole tdos 

adabeot oyo.s 

[ec] gevyopey Boijwrtay vy 

e€ol yap ayyedos ofpbos 

nvKopev oku7ja\a Mowav yAvkus KpaTnp 

ayapOeyxroyv aodav 

evmoy Oe peunvalcbar Supa 

kovocav [Te] Kjac Opruytas 

tav lepjwy Kabapw cxantw dteTor 

aprTia® plndopevos oivikomeCav 

aud ener Aaparpa 

end of column 

Col. iv (Fol. 2 verso). 

7 lines lost 

[kat eyw vexrap xuvtov Mowa\y 

160 [doow aefropopors ] 

[avdpacw meumov yAvKuY| KapTov 

ippevos tAackopat ] 

[Odvpmia TIvO0u re vixolv 

[reco o 6 odPios oly [ | 

165 [papa Katexolv7’ ayacbat 

[adXore 6 addov| eromrever Xapis 

(@Oarp.os a\dupedec 

(apa pev hop\uyyt tapdo 

volo: T ev evTeloily av\Aoy 

170 [Kal vuy um apporep|ov: 

[ovy Atayopa kateBav| wovvoyTiav 

[viv (adwrov opoppovos evylas Vii. 6 

[upvewy mad Adpodt\ras 

|AeXuo1o Te vupday | 

[Podov evOvpaxav | 15 

[oppa medwpiov avdp|a map Addetwr 

joTepavwmoapevoy | 
: 
alVEoO® TUYLAas amrowa| Kal 

mapa Kaoradia | 

matepa Te Aapaynrov aldovra Aika [ | 

[Actas evpvxopov | 

[TpimoAly vacov med as 

[euBorw vaiovtjas Apyera [oly atypale 

[ebeAnow Toor] €& 20 

[apxas amo TdamoX|\epnou 

10 lines lost 

8. The second v of yduurepay is corr. from e: i.e. the scribe began to write yAukepo- 

tepav, Which is found in DN. 
x[ev: so ABE; all that remains is the tip of a vertical stroke, which would also be 

go 
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reconcileable with z[e, as proposed by Schr(oeder), but not with «Arona, the reading 
of CDN. 

g. évv: this form is not certainly attested in Pindar; cf. 1604, II. 13, n. 
kee|Eew : so CE, Schr.; «deen BADN. 

13. adkae: so most MSS. rightly ; adxay DE. 
13-14. adoJov: this passage is corrupt in the MSS., which all have d\doux against the 

metre, except V (ev @.). The Byzantine correctors read én’ dow, but Schr. conjectures 
dug’ a. 

17. oe ye: oé te MSS., except V (om. re). The scholl. remark 6 vois: etn 8€ oé pev 
TovTov Tov xpovoy .. . @ANws* GAN’ etn oe TvvT. T. x. KTA., from which it has been supposed that 

there was a reading o¢ 6. ze, which connects with re in l. r9, seems preferable to ye, but 
may have arisen from the second re. 

18. vou: so MSS. except D (bois). 
T@, G22 OS IDNI. Gi Ik 7, i 
22. |. Axpa{yavrivo. If appare, which is usually added by the MSS. after it, was written, 

the end of this line projected very considerably ; but cf. 1. 145. 
24. Oleov : deav EV. 

tw’ y[pwa: tiva 8 jypoa AF against the metre. 

25. Tula 8] avdpa: so ABE; tiv’ avdpa CD against the metre. 

29. axpobwa: so ABDN?, Schr. ; dxpoOina CN', Zenodotus ; axpobinov E. 
30. de: € is corr. from o(?), The word is omitted by A, which has rerpaapias. 
32-3. ome dixarov Eevov: so MSS. (mostly 6m, but a few ém). The second syllables of 

om and gevov ought to be long, and Schr. follows Hermann in reading om (= dmdc) dixacov 
€évev. The division between the corresponding lines 68-9 comes a syllable earlier. 

36. opborodw: opCénrrodw against the metre ADN. 

41. polpar]ufos mAourov: so MSS. ; p. 6 mAodrov (Hermann) or pz. én’ d\Bov (Heyne) has 
been suggested on metrical grounds. 

52-7. These lines are restored so as to correspond to Il. 89-94. The traces of the 
supposed y in ]. 57, which comes above the second a of Sapacéev in |, 58, are very doubtful, 
and the first syllable of eo(6)dwy, the reading of the MSS. in]. 57, is against the metre; there 
is also an uncertainty about |. 94; cf. n. ad loc. The reason for the assignment of all 
I]. 52-6 to Col. ii is explained in int. 

59. meum): SO Most MSS., Schr. ; mewn A, 

62. exaboy: madov A. The word corresponds to Ados] | O- in ll. 26-7. 
65. 0 of [xpe|ooovey is corr. from o. 

66. » of pev is corr. ev has been omitted by mistake after it; cf. ]. 169, n. 
7O. ava: ].-avet. 

70-1. pdefovre Se MJovoac: a superfluous verse which was athetized by Aristophanes, 
but is found in all MSS. except those of Triclinius. 

75. N|npeos: So CE; Nypéws ABDN ; Nypios, required by the metre, occurs above the 
line in CDN. 

79. [Bporwy ye: ye, which is omitted by B, must have been written. 
80. Considerations of space make the unmetrical form zepas, found in all ancient MSS., 

more probable than zepas, which was introduced by the Byzantine correctors. 
82. adwv: so BE; deAtov against the metre ACDN, 
85. adda: aAXoia against the metre C*DN. 
88. a re matpwrav: & te matpwiov MSS., which is generally retained by edd., though 

Hermann conjectured dre (or a ra) rarpwia, and Mommsen 4 76 ratpacov from the schol. xaréyee 
Tov evppova rrotpov 1) TUxn KAOdTEp TO TaTp@oy KaTeEgXE. TmaTpwcay Must be wrong, but two other 
scholia otra 6€ emi rovT@y .. . 7) maTpiki poipa Kakov deper. .. and ovrw b€ kai emi rovT@y ... 1) 
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matpwa Kakdv aye pocpa would be compatible with an ancient reading watpwia, of which 
matpwrav might be a corruption, due to «Sav at the end of the previous line. The last 
syllable of 1. 88 can be either Jong or short. It seems, however, more likely that, as 
suggested by Lobel, the scribe has omitted an elision-mark and zatpav av was really meant, 
ay belonging to éyew. dvéyew ‘support’ is more suitable here than the simple verb; 
cf Py. ii. 89 Oedv . .. ds dvéxer tdTe pev Ta Ketveov Tér’ adO Erépors Cdaxev péya Kvdos and Wem. 
Vil. 89 «? 5’ atré Kai eds dvéxou, and xaréyec in the schol. quoted above. matp@d(a) would be an 

adverbial accusative or in apposition to tov evfpova rétpov. This reading is probably right. 
89. 8-10 letters would be expected in the lacuna, where the ordinary reading of the MSS. 

gives 12, and perhaps there was an omission. y« may well have been written; cf. ]. 127. 
92. ad}\o xplovo : @Xos xpévos A. 

93. Considerations of space favour the correct forms Aaoy (i.e. Adov) and popios (a v. 1. 
in the scholia and introduced by the Byzantines) against Aaiov and popoios which are found 
in the MSS. 

94. This line, if written, must have been rather cramped, for wos in ]. 93 presents the 
appearance of belonging to the line immediately above reAeavey (1. 95). 

95. teXeooev: SO Brightly; ré\ecev ACD; tedeoas E; om. N. 
112. odABos aw’: so ACD'; odBos & Gv’ the rest against the metre. 
I14. po[pos 6 e£: 1614 may of course have omitted 6, which is found in the MSS., but 

was deleted by Boeckh on metrical grounds. 
116. mpotos: so AC*DE, Schr.; zparov BC!N. 

117-18. mort|araén : so CD (-e), Schr. ; woricrager ABE. 

119. opos: so Callierges (Rome, 1515), as is supposed, from the scholia (e. g. in D; 
cf. also Homer, B 603 id KuAAnyns dpos aint); dps ABCE; dpos DE (lemma) ; épéwy conj. 

Schr. The objection to épos is that the second syllable is expected to be long here. 
121. edwpnoav: so AB? rightly ; Sapyoav the rest. 

126-7. tna: so MSS. except A (za). 
131. yAwooa: the accent ought to have been paroxytone. Editors generally place no 

stop afier yAdooa, explaining dxdvas \vyupas as a genitive of quality. The papyrus agrees 
with Boehmer, who connected dx. Acy, with mvoais. 

132. mpoo|ep|ret : so most MSS. and edd. > Tpoweprrot Dy mpooedket Triclinius. 

133. Kaddepoarar|y: the » epeAxvorixdy is wrong ; cf. }. 142, n. 
135-6. erixev: |. erixrev. Tes iS merely an error. 

142. adabeor: so ABD; 1]. adabeow with EN. 

144. eceor: eoot MSS.; gore Wilamowitz, objecting to the poet’s address to his poem, 
and avoiding the three predicates without a connecting particle. The second letter of eecx 
was not corrected, but the third was not o originally, being corrected from a letter with 
a tail, probably « or p. 

146-7. Supalkovooay : Supaxooaay (BDE) is the form preferred by edd. The division 
of these lines does not correspond to that in I]. 110-11, where there are two more syllables 
in the earlier line. 

149-50. Cf. ll. 113-14, where there is a syllable more in the earlier line. 
150. On the omission of the end of Ode vi see int. 
165. ayacOa: |. ayaba. 

167. That 1614 had ¢wéadpios with most MSS, rather than (wodOadpics with CNO! 
is not certain. 

169. Considerations of space favour the insertion of ev which is omitted by BDE 
before evre|oi[y. 

170. The stop after an@orep|wv is misplaced. 
171. wovvoytiay * ]. rav worvriay with the MSS. The scholia mention a v. 1. wovrias. 

175. AAdewt: so most MSS.; ’AAded(c) A. Schr. 

M 
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1615. SOPHOCLES, Ajax. 

4°2 X 3-9 cm. Fourth century. Plate 1V 
(recto). 

This small fragment from the middle of a leaf of a papyrus codex of 

Sophocles, containing the beginnings of Il. 694-705 and ends of 753-64 of the 

Ajax, was found with a number of other literary pieces which date from the third 

or fourth century. The writing is a small sloping uncial with a tendency to 

cursive forms and to exaggeration of the final letter of a line, and there is little 

doubt that it belongs to the fourth century, probably to the earlier half of it. 

Breathings, accents, marks of elision and quantity, and high stops were freely 

inserted by the scribe himself. The circumstance that this is the first papyrus 

fragment of the Azar to be discovered gives it a certain interest, but it is too short 

to be of very serious value. A new variant in 1. 699, which has apparently left 

a trace in Suidas, is likely to be right, as is another new reading in |. 756,and the 

quality of this text seems to have been distinctly high. The division of lines in the 

choric passage is the same as that in the Laurentianus (L). 

Recto. 

io tw Ilay {ITav 

695 @ Ilav Ilajy adim\ayx7e Kud 

Navias yx(ovoKtuTou 

meTpaias {amro detpados davnd w 

Jeav xXojpomor avak omws pot 

Mio.a Kivwor opynpat avtodan 

zoo gdvav awns 

vuy ylap epor pedet xopevoat 

Tkapioy [Od umep Tedayewy 

pod [avagé AzrohAwv 

6 AaXwos [evyvaaros 

795 poe Evjven dia mavTos evdpav 

Verso. 

eipgat Kat nap Toupdavles [To vuv 7OCE 

Atavé vmo cxnvator pnd| ad'evt’ eav 
[ 
[ 

755 [€¢ (@vT exevoy e1oidelty O€doL ToTE: 

[eAa yap avrov tnvd €6] nuepay povnr 

[ Stas Adavas pyvis ws] ey AEyov" 
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[Ta yap Tepicca KavovnT|a copata 

[mimrew Bapeas mpos Olewr Svompagiais 

760 lepacy o partis ootis avO|\pwrov guow 

[BrXacrwv ereita pn Kat| avOpwnioly dpoviu 

[kevos 3 am okay evOus| eoppmmevos 

avous Kadws eyovTos| evpeOn maTpos: 

[0 wey yap avtoy evverret relkr{oly dope 

699. Muow: Nvova MSS., a reading which seemed appropriate enough in view of the 
close connexion between Pan and Dionysus. But, as was observed by Mr. A. C. Pearson, 
Mvoua is probably right. Pan was the cult-companion of the Mother of the gods (Schol. 
Pind. Py. iii. 137), and in Strabo 466 the Curetes are connected with iepoupyias . . . mepi Te 
Thy Tou Atos maorpodiay thy ev Kpntn kat Tods THs untpos Tay Oea@y dpyracpovs ev TH Ppvyia Kai Tots 
epi ti “Idnv tiv Tperxyy téros. ‘The region of Trojan Ida was in Mysia (Jebb on Az. 720), 
and Kveoua in |. 699 is no doubt rightly referred to the Curetes. In the scholia on |. 699 
as quoted by Suidas s.v. Nuova is the following note: Nuova épynparos eidos. trav yap opxn- 
geay 1) pev Bepexuvtiaky Aeyerar, 7 5€ Kpytexy, 7) dé Uapexn (1. 7 Kat ruppixn with L). Nuova ody ra 
Bepexuytia* Nuoias yap eotw 1 Bepexuytiaxyn, Kywolia d€ 7 Kpntixn, ev Mvoia yap cai Kywoow 

erueArjs 7) 6pxnots. Mucia there has been corrected to Nvaia, but in the light of 1615 Nica 
and Nuatas are to be corrected to Mvova and Mvoias, for what has Nysa to do with the 
Berecynthian Mother? If Nysa and Dionysus are got rid of, everything fits together, and 
Sophocles is brought into line with Strabo; cf. also Virg. Aen. ix. 619 duxus... Bere- 
cyntia Matris Idaeae, and Lucr. ii. 611 sqq. /daeam vocitant Matrem, etc., the Curetes 
being mentioned in 1. 633. 

754. ap'evr’: the supposed elision-mark and breathing are uncertain. 
755: Gedo: so L; Oedec the recentiores. 
756. tyvd €6| nuepav pornv: or tyvde y| ne. pf. THEO Nucpa L; ryd€6 pepa the 

recentiores; some editors, objecting to the crasis of r7 népa in Tragedy, write 178 €6° 
nuepa Or 77d ev nuepa: THde Onuepa Jebb. The accusative is quite as good as the dative, but 

whether the scribe understood the passage is doubtful, for no stop is required after povn». 
759- Bapecats mpos Glewn dvorpakias: so MSS.; but whether the supposed traces of us are 

really ink is not quite certain, especially as the preceding a is rather large, so that Bapeia .. 
évompatia may possibly have been the reading, at any rate originally. 

761. porn: so originally L, corr. by a later hand to gpovei, the reading of the 
recentiores. Jebb prefers pour. 

1616. EURIPIDES, Ovestes. 

4-2 X 7-8 cm. Fifth century. 

A fragment from the middle of a leaf of a codex of Euripides, containing 

parts of Orestes 53-61 and 89-97, written on thin vellum with brown ink in a 

round calligraphic uncial hand of probably the fifth century. Elision-marks and 

high stops at the ends of lines are probably due to the first hand: acorrector, who 

used black ink, has altered the reading in Il. 60 and gt and added occasional 

M 2 
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accents and stops 

60 

89 

go 

THE OXYRHYNCAHUS PAPYRI 

(in 1. 56 in the middle position). This is the fifth fragment of 

the Orestes which has been obtained from Egypt ; cf. 1870. int. It is too short to 

have much bearing on the divergences of the MSS., but has a new reading which 

may be right in 1.61. The verso is in much worse condition than the recto. 1623 

was found with 1616. 

Recto. 

[nKkee yalp |elts yinv Meverxews Tpoias aro 

jAyieva de NalumArecov exmAnpov maT 

ja|kratow oppet Sapoy ek |Tpoias yxpovoy 

[é\Aaot mAayXOes- thy de d\n wovaTOVOY 

EXevnv dudagas vera pn {ris ecoidov 

ped npuepav areixovcay jwy uw Iw 

ma\d\es TeOvaow ets méz{pwv €AOn Boras 

[mploumepwe” evs Swp npelrepov eat 6 ecw 

[kAaova aldeddinv ov\udopas z\€ dwpator 

Verso. 

[e€ ovmep ayia yeveOdov Kar\nvulocev 

[@ pedceos n Tekovca 0 ws diwAlero: 

lourws exer Tad wol\r ametpnxey KaKoLs 

mpos Oewy miOol’ av dnta por te mapbeve: 

[ws aayodos ye auyyolvou mpocedpia: 

[Bovdee tagoyv pot| mpos Kacryyntns porle\v 

Hn7pos kKeevets| TNS E“NS TLVOS XaplLY 

Kons amapxas Kali xoas hepovoa epas 

3. felis: es edd., as in J. 59 and 60. ie 
re) 

58. The supposed accent on oreiyovcay is somewhat uncertain, being really over the 
x: but in I. 59 the accent on zez[pv (which is also not quite certain) is above the 7. 

59. mér[pov: mérpov Cod. Parisinus 2713; merpav other MSS.; zérpoy edd. 

[coe 8 ovye Oepulroy mpos Pidrl@|y oreryxlev Tapov 

Cf. 
1. 58,n. Whether 1616 had «Aé) with most MSS. or eAéoe with Vat. is of course uncertain. 

61. au|uopas : 

g1. The first 

dzeipnkxa, and ameipyx’ ev, but the original reading here seems to have been different. 

ouppopay MSS. Cf. int. 

hand may have written 3 letters where y« was substituted by the 
corrector. The MSS. vary between detpyxev (so 1616 corr., the Marcianus and edd.), 

97. prioly: the MSS. vary between ¢idov and Pidrov: Pidwv edd. o suits the size of 
the lacuna here better than o. 
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1617. ARISTOPHANES, P/itis. 

23°5 X 16-7 cm. Fifth century. 

Part of asheet containing two leaves of a papyrus codex of Aristophanes, one 

of which has most of the first 60 lines of the Plus, a play not hitherto repre- 

sented in papyri, while of the other leaf only a small fragment is preserved, which 

is insufficient for purposes of identification. The script is a mixture of uncial and 

cursive in a style resembling that of 1599, but somewhat later in date, and 

probably belongs to the fifth century, like most of the extant fragments of 

Aristophanes upon papyrus. The breathings and most of the accents, which are 

fairly numerous, are by the original scribe, who used brown ink ; but some accents 

were added in black ink, presumably by a different person. The stops, consist- 

ing of double dots marking a change of speaker or single high points, are, except 

at the end of 1. 35, by the first hand, as are probably the name of the speaker 

against 1. 22, the glosses on Il. 34, 39, and 51, the iotas adscript, which were usually 

omitted in the first instance, and all the corrections except perhaps that in 1. 13 

and the correction or gloss in 1.17. An omission of two lines after 1. 1g seems to 

have been made good by an addition at the bottom. 

The corrected text is fairly accurate,'and shows the same tendency as that 

observable to a marked degree in 1874 (Wasps) to support the Venetus 

(ll. 17, 22, 32, 33, 40) rather than the Ravennas (Il. 38, 43, 51, but all points 

of minor importance). In two places (Il. 4 and 50) it agrees with the Parisinus (A) 

against both Rand V. The only new variant occurs in 1. 49, raé@’ for rod’, which 

makes no difference to the sense. The difficulties in ll. 17, 46, and 48 are not 

affected, the reading of the MSS. being apparently confirmed in each case. The 

circumstance that the P/vtvs begins at the top of a page suggests that this play 

was the first of the codex, as in R and V: the same argument applied to 1371-4 

made the Clozds the first play of that collection ; cf. 1871. int. 

Fol. 1 recto. 

ws apyadéoy paypal] ect @ Zed k\au Oeor 

Soddov yevérOar tmapappovody|tos deamorov 

nv yap ta Bédtic6 6 Oepdtov deg as TUX 

dogn Oe pn Spay tavra 7O' KEKT NMEVO 

peTexety avdykn Tov OepamovT|a Tov Kakwy 
eit 

TOU G@paTos yap ovkK €a& Tov Kuploy | 

Kpately o Oatuov adda Tov ewv\npevov 

ka. Tabta pev On Tadra: 7a de Aolgva 
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10 

ui) 

22 

a5 

32 

40 

THE OXYRHYNCGHUS PAPYRI 

os Oeamrimdet tpimodos ek yxpujondAaTou 

pep Oikacav peupopar t[avTny ort 

LaTpos @Y Kal pavTis ws pac. [copos 
Re 

HeAavxoA@vT amémeuey poly tov Seomorny 

otis akloAjoude t called der olla] av6\pwmouv tupdou 

T[ouvavtiov Spwy | mpoonK avTw [rovey 

[ot yap Bremovtes| Tors TuPAos 7 youpeda 

ojutos 6 akodovber klapé mpooPiagera 

J.a 
k[at TavT amoKplwo\mevov To waplamayv ovde ypu 

€y|@ HEV ovy OUK| €00 on|@s orynoomat 

pay pn ppzons o |Tt Twd akoXovbovpev more 

Xpeu pa At add ade|Alov Tov a\Tepavoy nv AumNs TL pE 

iva paddov |alAynis| Anjpos ov yap mavoopac 

Tplv av ppacns por Tis oT EaTLY oVUTOTL 

[evvous yap wv| oo |muvOavopat avy opodpa 

6 lines lost 

Fol. 1 verso. 

r 

a 

(ndn vopelfolv| exrerogeva Oar Burov: 

€mev 

[7 dnta PoliBos eXakevy eK TaV oTELpaTwv: 

[emepynoo|uevos ovy wtxounv ws tov Oeov 

[Tov €uov| fev avTov Tov TaAETT@pou oxedov 

4 , 
[rov 5 wov| oorep wy povos por tvyxdver 

Tevoope|vos €L xpy peTaBadovTa Tovjs| Tporovs 

etvat mavovpyov: adcxollu|y tyes nde ev 
) v4 

[os Tw Bijw Tovr adto vopuicas cupdepey : 

[wevoee cap|ws yap 6 Oeos ee por Tade 
at 

form Evvay\rnoEepwt mp@Tov e€i@v 

lexeAevoe Tolvrou py peOerOar pw’ [[npl] ere 

[weOew 8) enavta ~vvaKodovbeiv orxade|[:] 

[kat Tw €uv\av7ais dnta mpéro : TOUT |@' : 

exBeBX\ no \Oa a\ to 
AcAouTrevat 
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45 [ect ov €vviles tyv emi{voayv tov Oeov 
> , r 

ppagovoaly ® okaLoTaT\€e cot capeoTara 

[ackely Tov) viov Tov eml|ywploy Tpomoy 

[Tw Tovto Kptlvets: Ondov oTin Kat TuPrlw 

Tau 

yvovar dox\e ws opodp [ects cupdepolv 

50 [To pndev ac\xew vjyres ev Tw vUv| ypovert: 

[ovk ec@ omws 0) xpyopos ers TovTo péme  peplera 

[@AA es ETEpov TL peliCov: ny O nuly Ppdone 

\ooTls ToT E€aTLv olUTOOL Kat T\o\v YapLY 

[ka Tov deopevos| nAOe peta) voy ev ade 

HO 
[wvOomeO av Tov yx\pyiopor| o 7x [voet 1 on 

[aye dy ov morepov cavtov ool|rils «| p paces 

4 lines lost 

Fol. 2 verso. Fol. 2 recto. 

11 lines lost 10 lines lost 

12 Cho | 100 NosdocoWollsoc 

17 lines lost eet Live ore 

I 7 lines lost 

4. tavra: the accent is due to the corrector. raira A; 7 aira U; taira RV. 
12. anerepev: |. amereue. 
I7. arroxpwo \uevou > OF amroxpwo Juevor, which is equally difficult ; amroKpivopeva R; amrokpwo- 

péevov VAU ; amoxpwépevos Bentley. The interlinear writing does not seem to refer to the 
termination of the word and may be a gloss, as in |. 39; but it is not certain that 
anything was written before a, and, as Dr. R. T. Elliott remarks, a may be merely 
a variation of spelling of €; cf. ll. 33, 41. 

19. The partly obliterated sign against this line seems to be distinct from the abbrevia- 
tion of Xpeu(vdos) immediately below and to refer to the omission of ll. 20-1, which were 
presumably supplied in the lower margin. 

22. ape[Alov: so VAU; R. adds ye. 
32. as: so VAU: mpos R. 
33- To: so VAU; om. R. 
34 marg. Similar but not verbally corresponding notes on éxrerofedo@ae occur in the 

extant scholia. 
37. There was possibly a stop (one or even two dots) after «, but none is 

required. 
38. adro: so RAU (air6): wire corr. from adtar @) Wie 

ovppepew: SORV; Evyp. AU. Cf. 1. 43, n. 
39. emev is an explanation of eAaxev, not a variant. Double dots are expected at the 

end of the line, and perhaps the lower one has been effaced. 
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40. Tadt: SO Wes roi RAU. 

2. Whether the papyrus had exeAevoe with VAU or exeAeve with R is uncertain. 
43. Evvaxodovbeiv: so RAU; ouvak. V. Cf. 1. 38, n. 

45. Evviles: so RV; Evvins AU. 
46. ppagovoaly: so MSS.; qpagovros Cobet. The traces of the. last letter suit », 

48. rupdrlo: so MSS.; rupdds Hemsterhuys. The reading of the vestiges is very 
uncertain, and possibly there was a stop at the end of the line. 

49. tavd: rovd’ MSS. ravé’ would be more likely to become rov@’ in view of the following 
oupepov than vice versa. 

50. xpdvar: So AU; Biar R; ree (with yp. yéver kai ypdvm in the marg.) V. 

5. es: So RAU 5; es V. 
51 marg. For geplerac (a note on peer) cf. Schol. Junt. peperar, aoBdere «rd. But 

the vestiges are very doubtful. 
52. peji¢ov: : R also marks a change of speaker here, assigning jv & juiv «rd. to bep(dmwv), 

i.e, Kapiwy, and |. 56 originally to Xp(epvAos). 

1618. THEOCRITUS, /dy/s v, vii, xv. 

Fr. 7 24-4x24 cm. Fifth century. Plate IV (Col. x). 

These fragments of a papyrus codex of Theocritus, originally about 4c in 

number, combined with the exception of a few minute scraps, which are not 

printed, to form parts of four leaves, of which two containing /d. v. 53—-end and vii. 

1-13 are successive, and a third (vii. 68-117) is only separated from the second by 

an interval of one leaf, while the fourth (xv. 38-100) may have come much later. 

A narrow selis of the third leaf (Cols. vii—viii) was joined so that the verso corre- 

sponds to the recto of the rest of the leaf. All the leaves are much damaged, 

especially the first, of which the recto is barely legible anywhere owing to the dis- 

colouration of the papyrus, and the second, which is in almost the last stage of 

decay, so that decipherment is sometimes precarious. The script is a good-sized 

somewhat irregular uncial with a tendency to cursive forms, especially in a and A, 

and resembles the Cairo Menander Plates D and E and1369 (Oedipus Tyrannus ; 

Part xi, Plate vii): it most probably belongs to the fifth century rather than the 

early part of the sixth. Jota adscript was generally omitted. The height of the 

column varies from 32 lines in Col. ix to 25 in Cols. vii-viii. The first hand was 

responsible for a few corrections, for the marks of elision throughout, and in 

/d. vii for a number of accents and breathings, besides a breathing in v. 114. 

Elsewhere in /d. vii, i.e. in Col. viii frequently and more sparsely in Cols. iv and 

vii, accents and breathings were inserted by a corrector, who was not appreciably 

later than the first hand and revised 7d. v and vii (not always very intelligently ; 

cf. vil. 101, n.), but apparently not xv, altering a number of readings and adding 

a few interlinear glosses (vii. 110) and stops (vii. 77). 
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The published fragments of Theocritus from Egypt have hitherto been very 

exiguous, being limited to 694, which contains parts of xiii. 19-34 (2nd cent.), 

some tiny vellum scraps of /d. i, iv, v, xiii, xv, xvi, xxii (Wessely, Waener Stud. 

1886, 220sqq. and Mittheil. Pap. Rain. ii. 78 sqq.; 5th or 6th cent.), and of xi and 

xiv (Berliner Klasstkertexte v. 1, p. 553; 7th? cent.),and a small piece of scholia on 

v. 38-49 (op. cit. v. 1, p. 56; 1st or 2nd cent.), all of them being practically 
worthless. Hence, pending the publication of the nearly contemporary and very 

much longer fragments of a Theocritus codex found by Johnson at Antinoé, 1618 

is in spite of its lamentable condition the first papyrus contribution of any 

value for the text of that author. The Greek Bucolic poets are thought to 

have been collected two centuries after Theocritus by Artemidorus, whose son 

Theon edited Theocritus alone with a commentary. Additions to the collection 

were made by other grammarians down to the second century, and in the fifth and 

sixth centuries the Bucolic poets were much studied, but afterwards they suffered 

a long period of neglect. When in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries MSS. of 

them make their appearance, the collection of Artemidorus had been reduced to 

a nucleus of poems of Theocritus (/d. i, iii—xiii) accompanied by varying additions. 

The leading position in the MSS. is assigned to K (13th cent.), which contains 

1d. i, vii, iii-vi, viii—xiv, ii, xv, xvii, xvi. ... Other important MSS. or groups of 

MSS. are (1) B, a lost codex which was the basis of the edition of Callierges and 

the Juntine (both 1516), and apparently had i—xvii in nearly the same order as K ; 

li...3 (3) H (13th—-14th cent.) with the order i-xv, xviii...; S (14th cent.) 

with the order i-xiv, émradvos Biwvos, xv—xviii; (4) M (13th cent.), considered to 

be the second-best MS. for the earlier poems, with the order i-xvii; (5) V (late 

14th cent.) and Triclinius (c. 1300) with the same order as POT up to xiii, 

followed by ii, xiv, xv...; (6) AEU (all 14th cent.) with the order i-xviii; 

(7) O (12th cent. ; the oldest MS., but still imperfectly collated) containing only 
v. 62-viii, allied to AE. In /d. xv, where the divergences of the MSS. are much 

greater than in v and vii, L (14th cent.), containing v. 55-xv ... but imperfectly 

collated in the earlier poems, supports V Tricl. 

1618, as would be expected from its comparatively late date, does not present 

a very correct text ; cf.1614. Apart from the usual difficulties arising out of the 

dialect and minor errors such as per’ for pey’ in vii. 100, wor for oor’ in vii. 103, ov 

for ov in Xv. 54, avras for avra: or avra in xv. 67, more serious corruptions occur 

in vil. 73 7a Zaves for tas Zeveas, xv. 99 pbeyéer [tt] of for POeyEerrar re cad’. Inv 

1618 tends to support K against M (ll. 111, 115-16, 118, 148; 57 and 146 are 

doubtful) ; but in vii the opposite tendency is just as noticeable (Il. 79, 90, 109; 

against ll. 81-2, 85, 112), and in general the eclecticism of the papyrus is evident. 
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In v and vii new readings are rare, being confined to vii. 75 air’ é@vovro for alte 

gvovtt and vii. 112 “E8pw rap woTape for “ESpov map worapoy (both easier than the 

reading of the MSS.), and vii. g2 é€v @ peot for av’ pea, which makes no difference 

to the sense. The difficulties in y. 118 and 145 recur, though in v. 116, 

where all the MSS. except S have gone astray, 1618 has the right reading. 

In xv, however, where the text of Theocritus is in a much more unsettled con- 

dition, there are several novelties of importance. Chief of these is [mépulow 

in ]. 95, confirming a generally accepted conjecture of Reiske for the corrupt 

onepxev Or Tepxnv Of the MSS. Other valuable readings are dyAos dAadéws in 1. 725 

which seems to account for the variants of the MSS., and 6 kj ’Ayepovr tp Alndets 

which removes a difficulty in 1. 86; but in 1. 38 xareijwes does not solve the 

problem of that corrupt passage. ui) amomAayyOns for py tr TAavn Ons in 1. 67 is also 

attractive, and ete for ef 7. in 1. 70 may be right, as possibly Aa\edoar for AaAcbes 

in l. 92. Considering the fragmentary condition of Cols. ix—x, the gains are not 

inconsiderable, and 1618 as a whole is an interesting specimen of a text which 

stands apart from the existing families of MSS. and seems to have been at 

least as good as that of K. That in the later poems, from xiv onwards, the 

condition of the text has suffered considerably since the fifth century is now 

probable, but the earlier poems do not seem to have undergone much change 

between the fifth and thirteenth centuries. On this subject, however, much 

fresh light may be expected from the Antinoé papyrus, which does not over- 

lap 1618, and consists largely of the later poems. 
With regard to the order of the /dy/s, the placing of vii immediately after 

v is without parallel in the later MSS., but the arrangement in the contem- 

porary vellum fragments published by Wessely, in which v followed iv and 

xxii followed xii, xv being also represented, was possibly identical. The 

occurrence of fragments of xv in conjunction with v and vii suggests that xv 

occupied an earlier position than usual, but the absence of revision in xv 

supports the natural presumption that this poem followed, not preceded, 

v and vii, whether the interval was large or small. 

Col. i (Frs. 1-2 recto). 

tais Nupdats oracw de Kar adeos) addov daw 

55 [ae Oe Ke Kat TU poAns amadav TTEpt\y we TaTHTELS 

[Kat yAaxov avOevcav vmecioetar Oe Xipatpay 

(OeppaTa Tay mapa Tiv padakw7epa TOA AaKis apvwv 

jotacw 6 oxTw pev yavros to Ilav yadaxrtos 
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joxtw de okagidas pedtTos mAEa Knp\t ExoLoas 

60 [avrobe por morepiade Kar avTobe Bouko\Acacdev 

[Tay gavT@® TaTewy EXE TAS dpuas adda This appe 

[71s Kpiver at evdor 00 0 Bovxodos wde| AvKwmas 

[ovdey eyw THv@ moTLevopat adda Tov av|dpa 

[at Axs Tov dputopov Bworpyaopes os Tas epEliKas 

65 [Tyhvas Tas mapa Tiv EvdoxiCeTaL EoTL de Mopo\wv 

. 15 lines lost 

Col. ii (Frs. 1-2 verso). 

81 Aapy ey] 8 avrats x[tmapws dvo mpav rox ebvoa 

Ka yap et Qiroddov [puree peya Kat Kadoy avT@ 

[kptjov eyw Booxw [ra de Kapvea kat dn edepme 

“Aav dvo tas omas diduparokos atyas a\pedyw 

85 kat « a mais m\oOopevoa Tadav eyet avTos| apedyets 

gev dev Aakay Tor Tarapws oxedov €LKATL TANPOL 

Tupw Kat Toy |avnBov ev avbeor maida podrvret 

~Badder Kat Hd\Aowwe Tov aimodoy a KXeapiota 

Tas alyas TajpeAwyTa Kat adv TL TommuAcacde 

go Knme [yap o Kparidas tov moipeva devos vTavt@y 

expaiver AuTapa Oe map avxeva celeT cOeipa 

“aan ov aujpBAnz eat. KuvocBaros ovd avenwva 

Tpos poda tev avdnpa map aipaciaor meduKer 

15 lines lost 

Col. iii (Frs. 3-6 recto). 

1 line lost 

110 ToL TeTTLyeS Olp[nTE Tov auTodov ws EpEOiCw 

[ovTw|s xupes Onv epeOicderie Tws Kadapevtas 

[Mige\o Tas dacuKepkos adiwre'kas at ta Mikwvos 

Ivo 
[ater hor\rwoat Ta ro Oeomepa pl\adovte 

[kale yap eyo pucd@ twos KavOlapos & ta Pirlwvda 

115 [gU|Ka KaTaTpwyov7es uTavEepior PopeovTat 

[n oly pepvno or eyav Tv Kat nAaca Ka TU cEcap|as| 



WY) to 

7, 120 

127 

130 

135 

L40 

145 

150 

THE OXY REAYN GHGS VPAPYRT 

[ev] morektykdicev Kat Tas SOpvos nXEo THVAS 

ToVTO pey ov pepvapl’ olka pay moka ted TY dinoas 
Evpapas exabnpe Kaos parla tovto y' sojape 
On| tis Mopojwy mikpaivetat n ovxt mapatobev 

\oKLAA|as iwy ypalas amo oa\patos avTika Tide 

KNY® [Lav Kv ecco Mopowy tia Kat Tu de Aevooes 

4 lines lost 

\a@ mals av vdaros ta Kadmidt Knpta Baar 

[Tal pely Eulat KuTicoy TE Kat atythoy avyes edovTL 

K[at o|xolwov m\aTeovTt Kat EV KOpapolat KEoVTL 

[Tat\or e Eats [oleco. TapeoTlL pev a peAiTELa 

(pelpRBeaOar |moddos de Kar ws poda Kiobos emavbet 

jou|k epap’ AlAKimmas oTt pe Tpav ovK eptAnoe 

[tTloy wry Ka\PedXous oka o Tav pacocav «dwxa 

adr eyo Bunisers Epapar pmeya Kal yap OK auT@ 

_Tav ouptyy \wlpega Kadov Te pe KapT epiAnoev 

ov Oeuitoy Aakwy mor andova kiooas epiodey 

oud’ emomas k\ukvoiot TU 6 w Tadrav ecot girexOns 

Col. iv (Frs. 3-6 verso). 

1 line lost 

[Owpertac Mopowy trav apvida Kat Tv] de Obucals 

[rats Nupdats Mopowy kalAov Kpeas avtika me myor 

[repo vat tov| Ijava ppt\uacio|cio| maloa tTpay.o|Kor 

[yu ayeda] knyoly yap wd w|s peye [TovTo| Kaxal gw 

[katr@ Alaxwvos 7\@ motpevos orte mo\k 70 

javu|gapav Tov apvov es wpavoy |uppi| adrevpat 

alyes eat OapoeTe KEpouxides aupllo\y vppe 

magas ey® Aov cw YuBapiridos evdobt| Ap vas 

ouros 0 AevKiT|/a|\s 0 Kopum|TiAjos el TLY’| oxe|v|geles 

Tav atyov pdAao|ow| Tu mpl 1| y [elHe KaAX cE|pyo| ae 

tats Nuppats [rav apvoy o 6 av mad adda] yevorp av 

ae pin Tv prAjacoape Merdjavbi0s ave Koplaria 

0 : ; ‘ : : , : man (s20) 

3 lines lost 
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[k Avreyevns duo texva Avkwreos et Te Telp [€\aO|Aov 

[xawy tov et avobev aro K)utias Te) Kat aut [| 

[XaAkwvos Boupivay os ek moos avue| kpavay 

[ev y evepeloapevos meTpa yovu Tat} de map av[tav 

[Xadxevos Bovpway os ex todos avve K|pavay | 

[avyerpor m\TeAleat TE EvoKioy adoos E|palelpiov 

[xA@potor'y mleTadoicr KaTnpedecs Koplowoat 

[Koumr@| Tay |mecarav odov avupes ou|de TO capa 

[amy to B\paciAa KatepaiveTo Kat Toly odtrav 

cOdov auly Miotcator Kudwrkov ev\popie|s avopa 

ovrjopa| pev Avxidav ns 8 atmodos ovde| Ke Tis pw 

Cols. v—vi lost 

Col. vii (Fr. 7 recto). 

[kvuga 7) acpodeA\w Te ToAVYVapTTH TE TeALYH 

[avratoliv Kudikeolor Kat €[s Tpuy|a xetdos epedav 

[avAnalebvri{[ v |] de poor dvo0 |rloperje|s ets pev Ayaprveis 

[ets de] Avxwmitas [0] de Titupols eyyvOev aloe 

[ws molka ta Haves npdooato |dalpus o Bovtas 

[x@s| opos apd emoveiro Kat ws Spves avtov «Op nvjevy 
=e : : 
T\ucp\a air’ efvovro map 6yOatow rorapoto 

x la 4 oy - ,’ ~ 

EUTE Yl@Y wS TIS KaTETaKETO pakpov Ud Aiploy ox s res paxpov vb Aip| 
a 4 uA n Ado: 7 Poddrav 7 Kavcacoy ecxarialy\ra 

aget 0 ws mrok’ [é|dexTo Tov aimoAov evpea AGpvat 
> , ~ lA 

(woy ebvTa Kak\a\iow atacOadrinow avaktos 

80 ws Te wiv at oiplat Aletpwovdde PepBov incat 

keOpov es adetay [pad\axors dvOeor péNiooat 
OL 

\ 7 r a7 s , 
ouvexa ydukd Moig\a| Kata [or oparos yee vexTap 

] Kopa 6 6 a Oe) [@| pakapiore Kouara tv Onv rade teprva metrovbets 
‘ A 7 7 ~ 

[kali 70 KatexAdobns es Aapvaka Kat TU pedtooay 

85 [Knpia| pepBdpevos Eros \wploy eLemovnoas- 

jacO em) epor (wois evap|iO\uios wpedes Hpyev 

[ws Tor eylay evépevov av @pea Tas Kadas aryas 
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@OVas €L| |oalov TU o U7TTO Spucty 7) y UTr0 TEUKA LS [ 
jady pee] Peart ules karekle|KAlle]|ioo Oere] Koplarla 

vii. 90 [x@ plev] Toco’ eim@v anetratoato |Tov dle pier] av{ Os 

100 

105 

Ilo 

II5 

iknyov To epaluav Avxida pire Todda [ulev adlra 

[Nupdlac knp’ edd agaly ev ajpeot Bovk|odlcovra 

Col. viii (Fr. 7 verso). 

[ecOXa Ta mov Kale Zialvols| er [Olpovioly dyayle hapa 

[adda Toy ek] Talv\rwv pey’ vmetpoxoy oTTe y acter 

[apgevp] add (vTlaxolvoloy ere] g[idJos emArco Mowwas 
Sipexidae plev] Epwres enéntapov- 1 yap {o detdos 

[roa jov [cepa Mluprous olcov| etapos atyes epavite 

Apatos 6 0 [ra| tdvra pidalzatos avept Tive 

mados umo onddyxvowow exer 76Oov otdev [Apioris 

ecOdos avijp pet apiotos ov ovdé Kev avtos aedlew 

PoiBos avy poparyye mapa rpimddecor perdipor 

ws ek maidos Aparos i'm ooteov ail’-er Epwre 

tov pot Ilav Opddas eparov [rlédov ware A€Noyxas 

akAntov Kelivo\o Pidas es yletpas epeioas 

et’ cot apa Pirivos 6 par{Galkds efre Tis addos 

Ke pev tavO’ épdos w IIav] pire: on te ov mraides 

Apkadtkol cxidXali\rw tro wevpas Te Kal wplov|s 

[Tlavika paoriforey ore Kpéa tuTOa rrapein { 

et 6 GAdws vevoais KaTa pev xpba avr [ovvxerot 
ev akaAndats 

Sakvopevos kva\oato! Kal €V Kvidatct [kabevdo.s 

[ens 8 Héj@lvor pely ely @peor xeipatle perow 

[EB\pw malp| motape zle\rpappévols eyyvdev apxrov 

ev de Oe pele muparo.or [r)alp| A Oijorevor viopevors 

metpat [uTlo BXeptwv o0ev ovKére Ne{idos oparos 

uppels & Tetidos Kat BuBddos add diurovtes 

[valua Klar Orkevlyra Ear Olas [edlos amd Aijwvas 

[@ p\ddoltccw Epare|s epevOopeévlovowv opo[voe 

Some columns lost 
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Col. ix (Frs. 8-16 recto). 

xv, 38 [aAAa Kata y|vopay anjeBa tot TolvTo KaT elTres 

[r@p|rexlolvoy gepe por kjar Trav] Oodvav Kata |Koopov 

40 [appldes ovk af Tv Tekvjov polpp@ Saket cmos 

[Salkpve [olaca Bees y@dov [d ov dle Tu yev(eo Oar 

[epmape|s Ppvyia Tov pliKkKov tajode NaBlooa 

[ray kuv’ elam@ Kadeooy T\av av\etav| ajmoKk\agov 

[@ Oeor oocols ox\Alos Ta\s Kal TOKa To|VTO TlEpacat 

45 [xpn To Kakoly puppalKes avapiO|uot K/at apeT|pole 

[moda ro w IIr\odc| pare memoinrar Kara epy|a 

[e€ @ ev abavarots o Tekwy ovdets KaKkoepy|os 

3 lines lost 

51 a[dijora [Topyor te yevotmeOa tor modentorat 

immolt t[@] BlaciAnos avep ide pn pe TaTNONS 

[olpOos ajvlectia o muppos 10 ws ayptos kuvo0apans 

aise os peivén Stayxpnoettar Tov ayovTa 

55 @valO\nv pleyadas ort pot To Bpedos peve evdov 

Oaploe Ipagtvoa kar dn yeyevnped oma bev 

ro 8 (eBay es xwpayv Kavta cvvayetpopar dn 

t line lost 

[ex mlaidos omrevdmpes oxdos modus appv emtpplec 

60 [eé] avAjas @] paltelp eylov @ TEKVa mrapev Oe|i{v| 

evpapes| ets Tpotav meip@pevoe nv\Oov Axatot 

[ka]ANotTat madwv nletpac Onv mavra) TedeTaL 

[xeno|uos a n[pecButis amatxeTo Oeo|mgaca 

[wav|ra yuvalixes toavTe Kat ws Zevs ay|éye0 Hpav 

65 [Oacale IIplagivoa rept tas] Oupias oocos o)piros 

[Oeomectos Topyo dos] trav xepa plot AalBe Kat Tv 

[Evvoa Evrvyxidos molr'ex’ avtas pn [alromdayxOns 

[racat ap ecoevOapes| amprg eXev Eju|voa apev 

[orpor Serhara dixa pev| To Oepiatprov n[d]n 
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Col. x (Frs. 8-16 verso). Plate iv. 

xv. 70 [exxtor|at Topyou mor-[tw Atos eb yevoro 

[evdaialy wvOpwre [pvrac\rev 7 ovmexovoly plev [ 

[ovk em €\uty pey opj@s de] hudagopat oxdos adrabeals 

|obevv0| womdp ves Bape yuvar ev Kadrw Expes 

[kets wpals Kyrelita ir alvdpov ev Kadw eins 

~I on appe Tepia|7ed\Alaly ypynatou KloKTELppoves alvdpos 

[prABerat] Evyjoa appv aly w derta [rv Bilagev 

iKla\Xo[T ev dole macat o trav yivov er) ajmroxhagas 

[Tp\aéivoa] mojray wde ra moik\Aa mpatoly abpnoov 

[Ae]mra [kat ws yapievta Dewy meporjajpata haces 

80 [molry[e AOnvara mova oh erovacav epibor 

3 lines lost 

Pek 3 6 ws Janros em apyupeas KaTakeT|ar 

KALOBL@® TMpaTov LovAoYv amo KpoTapwr| k[aTa|BahrA@ 

o Tpipirnros Adwus o Knv Ayxepor|re P[iA\nOes 

mavoac8 w dvotavo. avavyTa KwridAjo.o\ a|: 

Tpuyoves exkvatoevyTt TaTELaTOOLTAa\ alray|ra 

3 IL 
[ 

[ 
[ 
[pa mobev wvOpwros tt de Tv et KwTIAaL eLpe|s 

go [waccapevos emitacce Xupakooiats emtrac|ces [ 

j@s eldns Kat Touro Kopi Oia etpes avwber| 

{ws kat 0 BedXepodoy IeXomovvactatt Aad\evoa [ 

[dw|prrdiev 6 e€ears do|kw Tas | Alwpitec|oor 

Hn pun M{edrrT@des os apov)| Kaprepojs| 17 

95 Tay] evlos ovk aeym pn pol Kevea|y amropagns 

altlyn IIplagivoa perder tov Adwrily aecdeey 

a tas Apyetas Ovyarn|p |roduidpis alo[dos 

aris Kat |mepulow Tov tad\e“ov apiaTeuce 

pOeyée |r| of oda kadolv Siabpumterar nbn 

100 Seomow' [a] Todyws te Kae I[dadcov epiAnaas 

v. 53. The vestiges of Il. 53, 56, 58, 60-2, and 65 are too slight to give a real clue. 
57. modjdacs: so KH?AE (and O according to Wilamowitz, who, however, elsewhere 

states that this MS. begins at ]. 62); rerpaxes MPQTH!'. There are fairly distinct traces 
of A, but possibly it was corrected from or to p by the first hand. 

87. zupw: the seems to have been corrected from ov, 
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ILI. xupes: SOK; «’ dupes or x’ Uupes the rest. 
epeCiaber{e: so most MSS.; epebigere KMP. 
114. eyo: so MSS.; eyay edd. since Brunck. Cf. |. 116, where 1618 has eyo, but 

most MSS. and edd. eyo. 
I15. opeovrac: so KOHA 3 sroréovrac MPQTY, v.1. in schol. 

16. [n olv: 7 is omitted by OPTQ" Tricl., but must have been written here. 
peuno’: SO KP (peuvac’) according to Hiller; but according to Wilamowitz KP have 

péuva like MHA'E, others reading ‘péuvao". 
or: so MSS.; é« Tricl., edd. For eyov cf. 1. 114, n 
IL7. nxeo: |. etyeo. 
118. pay woxa: SO K yp. (Ska pay rroxa tiv roe Soas) M?PQT'H!S? Tricl. ; wav the rest ; 

pay ro. Wilamowitz. 
rede: SOK; rede P; ryvde Q; rHde MOAS. 

121. [oxAd]as tov: the reading is uncertain, but no variant is known, 
129. a]xowvov : so ASL; cyivoy other MSS., edd. 

144. tov: so MSS. except K? (ray; so edd.). 
145. kepovxides: sO MSS, xepovdides and kepovAxides are vy. Il. in the scholia ; xepovrides 

Ahrens. 
146. Aw|vas: so MAE; but the vestiges are too slight to decide with certainty between 

this and kpa|vas (KOP). 

148. 7 y' [elwe: so KO &c.; 7 due M'PQ Tricl.; 7 yé we Schaefer. Cf. vii. 88, n. 

vii. 5-6. The v of avro[ has a stroke through it in the black ink used by the corrector, 
and it is not clear whether he rewrote that letter or was making a flourish at the end of 
xpavav when inserting 1. 6 in its proper place. Line 7 was placed before 1. 6 by the first 
hand. The final letter of xpavav is not much like v in either place, but no variant is known, 

8. epawor is the reading of the MSS., corrected to t¢awov by Heinsius, comparing Virg. 
Ecl. ix, 42 lentae texunt umbracula uites, All that survives in the papyrus is an accent by 
the corrector (as is that in |. 12) and traces which are reconcilable with ga and ». 

to. The first hand apparently wrote onua, 
12-13. It is not certain that the fragment containing <¢[ and ow{ at the beginnings of 

lines is correctly placed here. 
13. pw: apparently corr. from ww, rather than vice versa. piv MSS.; vw edd. 
69. The first hand perhaps wrote Ay:avakros like P. 
70. avraig|w: So (or avrator) MSS.; avaow Schaefer; atrais ev Valckenaer. The 

traces of a letter preceding » do not suit e. 
71. The v of avdyolevvre seems to have been corrected or added by the second hand, 

which crossed out the superfluous v at the end. 
73. Ta Eavés; |. ras Zevéas (or feveas) with KMO &c.; éevias PS; av. 1. éavOas (i.e. 

Edv6as) is recorded by the scholia. 
74. and emoverro: so Ahrens; dpuderoveiro Wil, with KPH; dudemodeiro OSQAE 

Tricl.; in M v is corr. from. The apostrophe does not necessarily imply that the scribe 
regarded aud and eroverro as two words; cf. e.g. V. 116 Kar'ndaga, 

75. ar’ efvovto: aire gdvovre MSS. The intransitive use of gv is very rare in 
early writers, but occurs again in Theocr. iv. 24 xada mavra dvovte (where, however, HS 
read gvovra) and in Mosch. iii. 108. aur’ epvovro removes a difficulty, but may be only an 
emendation or a slip due to the other imperfects ; cf. xv. 86, n. 

78. The first hand wrote aoe and seems to have omitted & of Aapvaé. 
79. atacbarinow: so M3; aracOadiaow KP. 

N 
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80. Aletwordbe : Aetpordbev KP; Netpovodi M ; Aetpordbe the rest (?). Above the vo the 

corrector has apparently crossed out a grave accent by the first hand, which at the end of 
the line seems to have written covoa like P. 

81. avdeor: so K 3 1]. avOeoor. 

82. [or |sparos xée: SO KP &c.; ordua éyyee M. 

83. Kouara: the MSS. wrongly accentuate this paroxytone. 
merovOelts: ove is very doubtful, and memer.. might be read; but no variant is 

known. 
85. e£erdvnoas: so most MSS. (eferdvacas) ; eferéXeooas OM and v.1. in the scholia. 
86. «wor: so most MSS.; eyed P, edd. 
88. » y¥ vro: 7 tro MSS. There is room for two letters between » and v, and +’ is 

uncertain; but cf. v. 148. 
go. aremavoato: SO most MSS; edd. ; averavoaro K, 

g2. Kn evdjagaly : «ype biSagav MSS. apparently. 

ev d[peoe: av dpea MSS., a reading which may well be due to the proximity of dv’ dpea 
mo; fy | (Cie ihain 

94. orm y' aetdeev: so O Tricl. and v.]. in the scholia. The vestiges are very faint, 
but do not suit rv yepaipe(e)v, the ordinary reading. 

96. 7: 1. i). 

98. Aparos: so KMPQA!'; “Opatos SA? Tricl. 

100. per’: |. wey’. Cf. the next note. 
IOI. petatpor: peyatpor MSS. except P (jeyaiper). Probably the first hand wrote peyatpot, 

and the corrector altered it wrongly, being apparently under the influence of the incorrect 
per’ in |. roo. The r is clear ; pe-yarpor (cf. 1. r02, n.) cannot be read. 

102, The first hand had divided wrongly a6’ er, which the corrector altered by a stroke 
connecting @ and e; cf. xv. 70, n. 

103. Operas: so KM 3; épddrov HO; 6puédov with w suprascr. P ; Madéas Ahrens. 
wore: |, boTe. 

104. ke{ivolio: so KMP &c.; ryvoco H. Above the « is a superfluous accent added 
by the corrector. 

epeioas ; the corrector apparently added an accent above ep, but crossed it out, adding 
one over wo, though that is really more like a rough breathing. 

105. «tr ear apa wos: so MSS. except S (cire ®. ap’ eoriv). 1618's accent on Privos 

should have been circumflex. 
106. xe: so S, edd.; xijv the rest. 
raid’: SoH &c.; rair? KMP. 

épdois : So KMPE?; epdes HSE?. 

ov: so K*; rv most MSS. and edd. 
108. paorifoey: paotisdouev MSS. apparently. 

109. vevoais: somost MSS.; vetoes K; vetoors PS. What the first hand wrote instead 
of adXas is obliterated. 

110. With the gloss on ev xvidaor cf. schol. xvidy tp’ jar, dxadypn b€ bn’ ’AttiKar. 
III. @pese: ovpeot, KMP &c. 

112. [EB]pw ral p| ToTapw: a new reading. The first hand wrote [EB]pov tra{ p | ToTupLov. 

€Bpov map mor. S; etpov map mor. KMOPHA. Cf. int. 
t[e|rpappevols : so most MSS.; kexAumevos K yp. MPTQ!'; TeTpappevoy some late MSS. 

The corrector at any rate must have read -pévos, not -pevor. 
113. The first hand wrote Ad @tloroot. 
116. Otkevjyra: so S and schol. ; olxedvras O ; oikedvres the rest; Oixodvra Hecker. 
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XV. 38. toluto kavemes: Toro ka «. KL; 7. xadév «. PHS?AE; +. wad’ «. some late 

MSS. ; rod réxa €. Or vai kaddv efras the old edd. Cf. int. 

41. [8a|kpue : so MSS. ; Saxpu’ edd. 

[oloca @cdets: SO KP &c.; dao e@é\es HS. 4 is corr. from ) or = by the first hand. 
42, majrse: so most MSS. ; zatda K. 
54. Evvoa ov dev): Evvda ot fevé MSS. It is possible that eo was added above the 

line after af, but the o of ov was not corrected. 

59- exp]: these two letters are on a separate fragment of which the position is 

uncertain. 
60. ey[ov w rexva maperée}{v. The supposed « is represented by the tip of a stroke 

above the y of Ayaé in }. 61, which suggests « or p. The MSS. vary between réxva eira 

7. H'SW Tricl., & tékva era 7 AEL, and & rékva 7. KPH®. The objection to the 

restoration of either of the first two readings is that zapev6e|{» would not come at the right 

point and with zalp[evéew the last letter or two would be expected to be visible, whereas 
a vestige of ink at the end of the line is too near the supposed p to be the final v of evOecly 
and seems to be the accent of Ayavoi. 

62. [xa]ANorac: so D and another Paris MS. according to Ahrens, and a Venetian 

MS. according to Ziegler ; xa\\uore P ; KadQXiora K &c., Wil. 

64. Hpav: so KP; “Hpnv most MSS. 
67. avras: avra(c) or atré MSS.; avira Wil. 
un [a]romAayx6ns : py te (Or tv) maynbys MSS. amom\ayxGjjs, an aorist often found in 

Homer, may well be right. For the hiatus cf. e.g. the reading of the MSS. in vii. 88. 

68. eyev: so most MSS.; eye KH. 
apov: so most MSS. rightly; dana K; dpeis P. 

70. Topyo: so most MSS.; Fopy® KE. For the stroke connecting wor and ro (by 

the first hand) cf. vii. 102, n. 
€ |e : eizt MSS. Cf. int. 

71. puvdac|ocuv: SOS; pvddoveo the rest. 
7 eee 1]. raprrexovolv. 
72. udakopac: so MSS.; vdafotpa the ancient editions. 
adabeals: abéos K; dépdos PA; d@pws M; d@psos (sometimes after dxdos) other MSS. ; 

d@apéws Ahrens. adaéews accounts satisfactorily for the reading of K and the attempts to 
emend it. The traces suit s a very well. 

77. eJSo[c: if ev|Se[», the usual form in the MSS., had been written, part of the » would 
have been expected to be visible ; but this is not certain. 

86. Adams o Kyv Axepov|re [A }nGecs : “Ad. 6 «nv “Ay. Prreirae most MSS. apparently 

(pidrjrac K) ; “AS. ds xpv Ay. pidetrar PV ; “Adav ds nv Ax. pideirac Ahrens ; "“Adovs 6 xnv AX. 

intros Reiske, which comes near the reading of the papyrus. 6 for ds relative, though 

common in Homer, seems to be very rare, if found at all, elsewhere in Theocritus; but 

iAnOeis would be a natural emendation to some one who misunderstood 0... @idrerra. Cf. 

int. and vii. 75, n. 
g2. Aadlevoa: Aadretpes MSS. Cf. int. 
Q4. €t7): OF etn. 

96. ovyn: so K; atya other MSS. 
g8. [mepu]ow: so Reiske for onépyw or répynv (K). The restoration is fairly certain, 

for though e (but no other letter) might possibly be read instead of , there is not room for 
five letters in the lacuna, and the traces suit o better. Cf. int. 

99. pbeyéa [ri] op: Pbeykei ti oda P; pbey€eirai re odd’ other MSS. rightly. 
100. ToAyws: so K; yoy or yoAyéy the rest. 

N 2 
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1619. HERODOTUS iii. 

Fr. 10 10:8X13-5 cm. Late first or early second cen- 
tury. Plate V (Fr. 10). 

These portions of a roll containing the third book of Herodotus belong, like 

1092 (fragments of the second book in a different hand), to the large find of literary 
papyri made in 1906 which produced 1082-8, 1174-6, 1231, 1233-5, 1359-61, 

1610-11, &c.. About 40 pieces, subsequently reduced by combinations to 25, 

have been identified ; but several of the still more fragmentary texts accompany- 

ing the Herodotus were written in hands so similar that small pieces of the various 

texts can hardly be distinguished, and two of these MSS., Homer, N-Z 

and a tragedy (?), seem to have been actually written by the scribe of the 

Herodotus: we have therefore ignored for the present a large number of un- 

identified scraps. Parts of about 220 lines scattered over chs. 26-72 are 
preserved, the earlier columns being better represented than the later. The 

hand is a well-formed round uncial of medium size, of the same class as P. Brit. 

Mus. 128 (Homer ¥-2; Kenyon, Class. Texts, Plate viii, there dated too early), 8 

(Aleman?; Part i, Plate ii), and the Berlin Alcaeus (Schubart, Pap. Graecae, 

Plate xxix b), and no doubt belongs to the period from A.D. 50 to 150. Some 

documents of the Domitian-Trajan period, e. g. 270 (A.D. 94; Part ii, Plate viii) 

and P. Fay. 110 (A.D. 94; Plate v), are written in practically uncial hands of 

a similar type, and the care with which iota adscript is inserted also supports a 

late first-century date. K is written in two pieces separated by a space, and 

Y is y-shaped. The columns had 39-40 lines, and the beginnings of lines tended 

to slope away slightly to the left. The lines range from 21-6 or 27 letters, 

with an average of 23-4. The common angular sign is used for filling up short 

lines. Punctuation was effected by short blank spaces and paragraphi, which 

in the case of longer pauses are combined with a coronis, as e.g. in the British 

Museum Bacchylides papyrus. A few stops (in the middle and low positions) 

which occur (Il. 177, 332, and 410) are not due to the original scribe; but he was 

responsible for the breathings in ll. 180 and 434, the occasional diaereses over 

initial « or v, as well as for the insertion above the line of an omitted word (1. 446), 

and probably for the corrections or alternative readings added above the line 

between dots in Il. 143, 327, and 380. The MS. has undergone considerable 

revision, for at least two cursive or semiuncial hands, which are different from 

that of the main text but approximately contemporary with it, can be dis- 

tinguished in various notes in the upper margin or between the columns, either 

correcting or explaining the text (Il. 69, 131, 355, 379, 410, nn.). 
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1619 is nearly 13 times as long as 1092, which is much the longest Herodotean 

papyrus published hitherto; the others, most of which also come from 

Oxyrhynchus (18, 19, 695, 1244, 1875, P. Munich in Archiv, i, p. 471, Ryl. 55, 

Brit. Mus. 1109 in Viljoen, Herodoti fragmenta in papyris servata, p. 44; cf. 

also the lemmata in P. Amh. 12), are quite small. Since 1619 is also the earliest 

or one of the earliest authorities for the author (P. Munich is ascribed to the 

first or second century, the rest to the second or third), it is of considerable value 

for the history of the text. The mediaeval MSS. are divided into two groups 

known as (a) the Florentine, headed by A (tenth century) and B (eleventh century), 

and (8) the Roman, headed by RSV (all fourteenth century): C, an eleventh 

century MS. of group (a), P (fourteenth century ; mixed) and E (excerpts only ; 

thirteenth century) and other late MSS. are unimportant. Stein gave a decided 

preference to (a), regarding unsupported readings of (8), which had been preferred 

by Cobet and other scholars, as in most cases conjectures. Hude puts the value 

of the two families almost on an equality, with a slight preference for (a). 1619 

bears practically the same relation as 1092 to the two groups, the agreements 

with (a) being nearly twice as numerous as those with (8). A similar relation 

is traceable in two of the other Herodotean papyri (19 and 1244; the others, so 

far as they go, support (a), except P. Amh. 12); and the evidence is now 

sufficiently extensive both to afford a substantial justification of the eclectic 

method pursued by Hude before the appearance of 1092, and to confirm the 

natural superiority on the whole of the older group. The tendency to 

attest the antiquity of suspected interpolations, which is so often exhibited by 

papyrus texts and is already traceable in regard to Herodotus (cf. Viljoen, of. céz. 

p- 59), is illustrated by 1619 in ll. 28 and 69, where réy kaxov probably and 

xadeopevous certainly occurred, though in both cases bracketed even by Hude, who 

is more conservative in this respect than his predecessors. Other passages in 

which the text of the mediaeval MSS. is confirmed against changes introduced by 

modern scholars are Il. 17, 147, 168, 333, and 411. Here the traditional reading 

can generally be defended without much difficulty, but not in 1. 168, nor perhaps 

in l. 333. With regard to new readings, in |. 108, a passage in which the 

repetition of the same word oxvAag had caused a difficulty, 1619 omits the word 
in the third place in which it occurs in the MSS., while modern editors have 

proposed to omit it in the second, and in ]. 267 the redundancy of the expression 

ov TOAAG peteTELTA Xpor Uotepov is remedied by the apparent omission of vorepov. 

The addition of ris before év Aiyfy in ll. 383-4 may well be right, but the 

omission of @y after rovrwy in 1. 320 may be merely a slip. The solution of 

the crux in ]. 319, where the MSS. are corrupt and 1619 had a shorter reading, 

is barred byalacuna; cf.1l.443-4,n. The other new readings concern the dialect, 
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in which respect 1619 is not conspicuously more correct than the MSS., as is 

shown by e.g. the forms édvxaredvro (1. 19), kpioe (1. 175), and ode (1. 344). 

mpijxva, an alternative reading in ll. 327 and 380, though not found in the MSS., 

is known in the fifth century B.C. from a Chian inscription: cf. Smyth, omc 

Dialect, § 350. For KayBvonv, a new form of the accusative as far as 

Herodotus is concerned, see |. 176, n. Regarded as a whole, the text of 1619 

is free from scribe’s errors (one seems to have occurred in 1. 374, another in 1]. 131 

to have been corrected subsequently) and generally sound, presenting not many 

novelties, but combining most of the good points in both the families (a) and 

(8). Of an alternative recension with great variations, such as that indicated in 

1092. ix, there is no trace. 

Before the discovery of Herodotean papyri the origin of the two lines of 

tradition represented by the MSS. was naturally not the subject of much 

discussion. Editors of Herodotus from Wesseling to even Hude were content 

to assume the existence of an archetype of the two families, and to aim at 

reconstructing it without much regard for the question whether it was 

Alexandrian, Roman, or Byzantine. In 1909 Aly (Rhezx. Mus. \xiv. 591 sqq.) 

put forward the hypothesis that (a) mainly represented the Alexandrian text 

as edited by Aristarchus, (8) the pre-Alexandrian vulgate in a redaction of the 

time of Hadrian; but this view, which would cut the ground from the archetype- 

theory, has not gained much acceptance, and is controverted by Jacoby in 

Pauly-Wissowa’s Realenclycl. Suppl. ii. 516-17. 1619 certainly does not lend it 

any support. Jacoby himself is also sceptical about the validity of the current 

archetype-theory, and is disposed to regard the two families as quite ancient 

recensions, parallel to the papyri. But the most natural inference to be drawn 

from the eclectic character of 1092 and 1619 is that these first-second century 

papyrus texts were older than the division of the families (a) and (8), which 

seems to have taken place not earlier than the fourth century; cf. 1092. int. and 

Viljoen, of. ct. p. 56. By the first century the text of Herodotus had 

reached a condition which is only slightly better than the text recoverable from 
a combination of (a) and (8). 

Frs. 3, 7, 10, and 20 are from the tops of columns, Fr. 14 from the bottom, 

the rest from the middles. The point of division of lines is quite uncertain in 

Vrs. 1, 2, 13, 23, and 24, and the proposed arrangement of Frs. 9, 20, and 25 is 
only tentative. 

Colhi(Praa): Col: it (Fr. 2): 

aywyolus almikopevor 26 6 em |p| a ver ban 27 

elon els ] tore mavzles 



Io 

20 

25 

30 

105 

1619. 

€xolvot pier 

Atcxpltovilns puidAns 

amre|xou| or 

Col. iv (Frs. 3-6). 

[ploy agios pev ye Atyuv|mTi@y 29 

jouros ye o Oeos arap Tot] vues 

[ye ov xaltpovtes yedwra] ene On 

[ceobe tavta eimas evelrerAaTo 

[Tool TavTa Mpyocover Tov|s pev 

tpeas amopactiywoat Ailyumre 

jav de Tay addov Tov av d\aBo 

op|rn pev 
[oy dueAeAu|ro Atyumriojtct] o de 

o Oje Anfis> 

[ol optagovtT|a KTeiviety 

[pees edukatlevyTo 

[wemAnype|vos Tov pripov epb 

ve [ev T@L t\lp@l KaTak|Eelpmevos 

kat |Tov pev| TeAEvTNO|aAVvTAa EK 

Tou T\papato|s eOaaly or cpees 

aOplyne Kap|8vogwo KapBvons 30 

de ws [Aeyouot AvyumTiot avtika 

dia zlovTo To adiknpa epavy 

ewy [ovde mporepov ppevnpns 

“Kat T|p@Ta pey Tov Kakwv eLep 

[yaoato Tov adleApeov Spepdw e€ 

jovra matpos kat] pntipos THs av 

[tTns tov ameme|uwe [es Ilepoas 

[pOovar e€ Atyv|mrov of7 70 Togov 

[uouvos IIepoew|y ovov {re emt dvo 

15 lines lost 
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o1 ou 

60 

70 

183 

kexapn|xoTes opta| Corey 

] o KapBuilons 

Col. v (Frs. 7-8). 

| Bac |Antot Sikacrale 

[ToTaTos amoKTEveovT|a piv 0 30 

[de avaBas es Yovoa almexrewwe 

[Spepduw of pev deyolvor er a 

ypnv e€ay|ayor[ra ot de €s| rnv E 

[puOpnv OalAaccav mploayayov 

TQ KaT\aMOVT@OaL Mpw\ToV pey 31 

[dn Aeylovor KapBvont ziav Ka 

[k@v ap|fat tovTo <devrelpa de € 

Eepya|raro Tyv adedXge(ny em 

[omope|ynv ot es Ady|ujarov Tye 

[Kat ouvotkele Kat nly Ol am au 

[porepwy adelAgen [eynue de av 

Tyv @dle ovdaplws yap ewbe 

[cay mpolrepov t\nilor ade|Agentor 

[ovvot|keew Ilepoat npaicOn 

bins Toly adeAdewr Kap Bvonjs 

kat emer|ra BovAopevos aurny 

[ynpac ote olvk ewfora emevoe 

[€ motnoew etpelro KaXdeoas > 

[rovs BaciAntovs KalAcomevousz 

(OtkaoTas el TLS EaTL KlekevwV VO 

[Hos tov Bovdopevoy aldedgel ne 

[ovvotxeery oc de Baotrn\or (dx 

About 16 lines lost 

Col. vi (Fr. 9). 

About 15 lines lost 

|k@per|ov de Tov oxvAakos aded 32 

|peov avzjov adXov okvAaka atro 

p\ngavra [rov decpov mapaye 

vierOat o [vo de yevopevovs ov 

Tlo On emiKparnoat Tov oKup 

vou Kali tov {wev KapBuonv noe 

About 18 lines lost 
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184 

Col. vii (Frs. 10.1, 11). Plate v 

Ka euipnoao tov Kvpov| oxo ww iS) 

amowikwoas Tov de Ovp\obev 

€vy yaoTpt Kal ply EKTpo@|Tav a ekTpwoad | 

[ 
[ 
[Ta eumndnoat avTnt €xoul|rnL> 

[ 
[ 33 mobavey Tavra pev| €s Tous ot 

kleljorarovs 0 KapPvolns egepa 

vn eit[e On Oia tov Amy ette Kat 

adds o1a [roA]\a [ewbe| avOpo 

mous KaTadapPalvev | Kae yap TL 

140 

145 

266 

> 

270 

va Kal ek yevens [vovooly peya 

Anv Aeyerat [yer 0 KapBvon|s 

[t|nv tpnv ovo|pagovor tives ov 

vuy ToL aetke|s ovdey nv TOU ow 

patos vovooy |peyadnv vooeov 

Tos nde Tas Pipevas vylaivery 

Tade es tous alAdous Ilepoas e€ 34 

enavn deyeT|al yap elTELy av 

[rlov mpos Il|pngaomea Tov eTipa 

TE padlloTa Kat oO Tas ayyedlas 

epopee oluTos TovTov TE o TaLS 

owoxools nv tot KapBvone 7 

pin O€ Kat ajuTn ov oplkpn ecmrely 

de reyerae talde I pngacres 

kjolov [me Tiva vopifovor Ilep 

16 lines lost 

Colex4 (iia smi): 

19 lines lost 

K{apBvons tov Kpowwoy ov mor 36 

Aor pleremerta xXpover Kar a Oe 

pamolvres paovres Touro emny 

yerAAlovTO GUT@L WS TrEpLELy 

KapBivons d¢ Kpoiwt perv ovrn 
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Col. viii (Fr. 10. ii). 

168 vat mpos Toy [warep|a Tereoar Ku 34 

pov 

170 pewav tou |marpols 

Plate v 

or de apjerBov7o| ws etn a 

Ta TE yap € 

Kelvov Tav7|a €XEl|\y AUTOY Kal 

mpocekTnabat Aijyu|rrov TE Kat 

Thv Oaraccay Ilejpolat pey tav 

Ta edeyov Kpowcos de mapewv 

175 TE Kal OVK apecKopevos THL Kpt 

get ee pos Tov KapBuony ta 

Oe emo pev viuly 
>— 

ov SoKEels Ofolos Eval TwL TO 

w mat Kupov. 

[Tpt olu yap kw ToL [eo|re wos oLov 

180 [ae exellvos KarelAlimeTo noOn 

[re ravta axovela[s 0] KapBvons 

26 lines lost 

Col. ix (Frs. 10. iii, 12. i). Plate v. 

208 ovtja Ilpngacmea de opwrta 35 

—ar[dpa ov dpevnpea Kat mept € 

de 210 @Uu|T@l SEelpawovTa ELTTELY 
>—_ 

anmjora ovd av avrov eywye do 

Kew Tov Oeov ovTw av Kahos 

Ba\rcew 

yao|azo 

ToTE pey TavTa E€Ep 

evepobi de Ilepoewr 

215 oplolovs Tovar mpwrorot dvwde 

ka [em ovdeuint aitint aso 

xplelole eAwv (wovtas emt Keha 

7 lines lost 

225 [sv Oe xreweis pev avdlpias ge 36 

[wvrov modinras em] ovdep{ int 

[aitint agioxpewe eAlov  KTEL 

[vers de matdas nv de] moAAa TOL 

[ QUTA TONIS Opa oKwS p\n oEV 
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About 15 lines lost 

Coltexii| (Era 09) 

286 BonOeorr|als 39 

| Kparnioas 

Tappol mreplt 

Col. xviii (Fr. 14). 

About 28 lines lost 

317 Kev [TNS aitins vor de aie EmEL 49 

“Te ExTia|av THY vHTOY EloL arAAN 

Aoior Stagfopo.......- . TOV 

320 Toy ELVlEKEY ATELY NOLKAKE 

ov ToLot Slapworce ot KopiyOioc —€ 

“repre de [es Yapdis ew exrount 

Tlepiavdpios tav mpwray Kep 

Kupat@v [emAe€as Tous tatdas 

325 Tlu@per|mevos  mpoTEepo yap ot 

~ Kepxupaliot npgav es avrov apn 
ye 
ypa alracOadov moincav7es € 
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230 [amootnoovra: ITepoat eluor de 

[matnp aos Kupos everedAlet\o| 

About 15 lines lost 

Gols (Eirn5): 

328 nlioe ovplalemT@|<ora [oKrepe 52 

“unfetls de zs [oplyns nie [accor 

33° Kal edeye [ 
>— 

GipeT@TEPA EOTL TavTAa 7/4 VUY 

@ 7al KOTEPa T|OUT@V 

[exlov mpynooces: n TH\v TUparvYL 

(Oa k]at ayaba 7a vur ey[w exo Tav 

[ra e€lavTa ToL TaTpL eEmi/TndEov 

335 [twapladauBavey 

[te mlats kat KopiyOov rn\s evdau 

os €@|v Epos 

[wovos Balatkevs adnty\v Biov et 

[Aev avtijstatewy TE klal opyne 

[xpempev os es Tov [ole nk LaTa ExpyY 

340 [ec yap zL\s cuudopy |ev avTo 

[oe yeyove| «[& nS vioWiny es 

Col. xxii (Fr. 16-17). 

342 [ety] kat [Tov o:koy Tov TaTpos dt 53 

[apopnOevta paldAov n autos 

[ope almedOov eye ambi es Ta 

345 [olKtla mavoat [oewutoy (pL 

jov = t\AoTtptn [KTHMA oTKaLOY 

[Hy Tt] Kak@l 7|0 KaKoyv tw 70 

[Ado] tov Sifkaiwyv ra emcee 

Col. xxiii (Frs. 18. i, 19. i). 
em Tova - 

} oF 55 |€ml THS payxlos J f 355 [ TiS) P2X Sheen © 

5 lines lost 

361 [omopevot exzet|vov e pe BE o1 

[keoTe|pa [mporiOevat modda Je 

350 On Ta pritpaa di¢npevor 

Ta TaTpwla ameBadov Tupay 

(ves xXenpa |oparepov odrAax de 

[alurns e[pacrar ror o de yepwy Te n? 

[d\n kat mlapn3nkos py das Ta 

Col. xxiv (Frs. 18. ii, 19. ii). 

viae ode tous de de~apevous 56 

37° ov7w On amjadAacoecba Tau 

“Ty TmpeTnv |oTpatinv es THY 



365 

385 

425 

43° 

435 

186 

vuv ot mapeovtes] Aakedaiplo| 55 

[vi@y opoloL eyivolv7o TavTn\v| 

[tThv nepnvy Apxi|n Te Kat AuKkw 

Apxilns 
[yap Kat Avkwmns plovyole ovly 

mt atpebn av Saplos 

leomrecovtes evyoular els To 

[TELXoS ToLoL Papwor|e [kat aro 

. O€ovro 

380 
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Aoimv Aakedaiplovioice Awpre 

€s emolnoavtTo | ot Oem tov IIo 57 

Duk|plaryea a|rparelvoapevor Yap 

4 lines lost 

Ta O€ Tov Sipviwy mpy 
“\ 

Y\HaTa NkKuage TovTov Tov ypo 

viov Kal ynolwrewy padioTa € 

m1 AovTEov aTE EOVT@VY AUTOLOL 

Col. xxvi (Frs. 20-1). 

cay €s 70 tpoly Tns AOnvains TyI\s 50 

ev Atywnt tavrTa dle emouncaly 

eykoTov exov\res Sapo Aryie 

ynTat mpoTjepor yap Saptlor ew A 

Egikpateos| BactXevovtios ev 

About 18 lines lost 

Col. xxix (Fr. 22). 

oTpalreverOar emt Tov pfayov Kal 64 

ot aviaOpwtoKovT. emt Tov iTTov 

Tov [koAeov tou €ideos o puKns 

amomimTe  yuprvabey de 70 

Eulplos matec Tov pnpoy TpapLa 

Col. xxxv (Fr. 24). 

Tapay eral 

Lorlacreos [ 

TouT|ov yap én Iv 

umapx|os emer wv | 

elE tev Ie prev 

Aap\ctov mpojceraipicacbat 

avved|Oovres [ 71 

€|S.doca|y 

€|melire 

406 

410 

427 

440 

445 

[mnyns apxitekt@y de Tov opr| 60 

[yHatos Tourov eyeveto| Meya 

[pevs Evradtwvos Navorpo|\pouv 

jrouro pev On ev Tov Tploly € 

[ore Oevtepor de mept Nlueva- 

[xopa ev Oaracont Babos| kara XA.]-- 

About 10 lines lost 

Col. xxxiii (Fr. 23). 

Thy avt|ny 68 

To|TE O praylos 

ovvjotkee Kat [ 

Col. xxxvii (Fr. 25). 

Tol Tepnooluey| apelPerac daper 72 

os Toicde] Oravn mojAXda eort 

Ta Noyar plev ovK ova TE [dnrwoat 

epywl Oe adjAa de eaTt Ta [hoywt peEv 

oa Te Eplyov 6 ovdev Aapmpov 

amr avroy ? vjuets de tore huiAakas 

Tas KaTEoT|ewoas Eovoas ojvdey 

uly 
xXarerras tralpehOery rovro [yap 7 
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fewv covTa|y Towwvde oudjets oo 

Tis ov Talpnoel TH pcy KolU kKaTaL 

Seopevos| nueas Ta de Klov Kat 

450 Oepawely Touro de ex|@ avros 

okn yw evm|pereczjatny THLE 

7. mavzies: om. R. 
15. The size of the lacuna favours amopactryoca (ABC) rather than amopactiyywoew 

(RSY). 
17. op|m: (») épr Schaefer, Hude. There is certainly not room for 7 in the lacuna. 
19. edikarevvto : a ‘hyper-Ionic’ form due to false analogy; cf. Smyth, Zonec Dialect, 

§ 690. «dixJeurto (so RSV) is unlikely. 
21. tjpar: so RSV, edd. ‘There is room for te|pax, but cf. 1. 139 tpny. 
28. 1619 probably agreed with the MSS. in having rev xaxwv, which is bracketed by 

Stein and Hude ; but ll. 29-33 are on a separate fragment of which the exact position is not 
certain. 

31. [es Hepoas: om. S. The size of the lacuna makes it certain that 1619 agreed with the 
other MSS. 

49. Cf. 1. 69, n. 
54-5. mp[oayayov|ra (R, edd.) is slightly preferable on grounds of space to mp|ocayayor|ra, 

the ordinary reading. 
58-9. emtlomoue|my: so R, Hude; emonrapeny SV. e|7rope |yyv (ABP, Stein) is too short. 

69. The two strokes after xa]\eopevous presumably refer to the marginal note (I. 49), 
where they may have been repeated at the beginning of the line; cf. 1620. ii. Kxadeopevous, 
which is omitted by ABP and apparently erased in C, is omitted by Stein and bracketed by 
Hude ; but if the corrector wished to omit it, Bac |Anous dixaara\s, not Bac |Antor dixacralt, 

would be expected in the note. Probably one or more words are lost before Bac]Aywe and 
the note is explanatory, like that in the margin of ]. 355, which is inthe same hand. ‘That 
the note refers to ]. 72, where BaoAnioe Sikaora Occurs in the text (1619 is defective at this 
point), is unlikely in view of the critical mark against I. 69. 

103-4. v}\Keoper|ov : vixopevou BR. 
105. aur[ov addov oxvdaxa: So ABC, edd. ; @\Xoy aitod ox. PRSV ; om. a@d\dov ox. Naber ; 

cf. the next n. 
108. After 6) the MSS. have rovs oxtAakas, but 1619 is probably right in its omission ; 

cf. int. and ]. 105, n. 
131. The cursive marginal note extpwcac(av) is possibly by the writer of the scholium 

on |. 410, but is certainly not due to the writer of notes on ll. 69 and 355, and seems not 
to be by the first hand. The size of the lacuna suits the hypothesis that the first hand 
had omitted ac. 

132-3. otk e|{orarous : otk[n |i ous (ABCP, edd.) is too short. 

135. tae so RSV (éwéev), edd. ; [ewe] (ABC) is too long. 
136. xaTaapBalvew] : before this edd. insert xaxa with RSV. 

137. xa: om. ABC, edd. 
143. ABC agree with the original reading ra dé és, while RSV rightly have rade & 

(or 6?) és, agreeing with the superscribed reading. 
147. epopee: So MSS., Stein; &(ae)pdpee Naber, Hude.  ec]|efopee is unsatisfactory, for 

the supplement in |. 146 is already long enough. 
149. kav: om. P. 
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150. de: Kriizer’s conjecture 4) is not supported. 
168. rehkeoa: SO ABRSV; om. E3 xadera (= -edoa?) C; elxdoa? Stein. Hude 

brackets this inappropriate word. 
172. mpooexrnobat: mpooxrntacba RSV. 
175. Tye kpurec: TH ywopevyn xpioer RSV. 
176. KapBvonv: KapBicea MSS. here as elsewhere in Hdt., though in the other cases 

the word belongs to the first declension, and the Attic accusative is of course KapSvanv. 
With regard to Zép&ys, ’Oravns, and some other proper names in -ns both forms of the 
accusative are found in MSS. of Hdt.; cf, Smyth, of. cz/. § 438. 

176-7. trade: om. RSV. 

181. axova}a{s: om. ABCE. 
231. Whether everedd}-7[0] (ABCE) or evererdalro (RSV) is to be read is not certain. 

There is no reason for supposing that in 1619 6 was inserted before ods, as suggested by Bekker. 
267. pleremerra Xpovar : peter. XP. Jorepov MSS., which is too long. The vestige of a 

letter following ee Suits pw very well, but x|pover followed by peTeTreita OF voTEpoy could be read. 

varepov is Superfluous ; cf. vil. 7 xpév@ perenerra, 
268-9. emnylyeANovro autwe: empyyedov TO adrod (V), empyyedov ait@ (S), empyyeddov aita 

(Schweighauser) are all unsuitable. 
286-8. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain, zep{e in 1. 288 being 

doubtful.» or [ok can be substituted for , and 7, «, v, or m for p. 
319. diad[opor ....+....: the MSS. are corrupt, having dSidapopor edvres Ewvrotor (Ewvtot 

RSV). Kriiger suggested ¢pigovres for édvres, Reiske supplied oixneoe before éovres, Valckenaer 
auyyevets after éwuroimt, 1619 was clearly shorter, and the sentence may have ended with 
diaplopo, for in 1. 320 dv, which occurs in the MSS. afier rovr@y, is omitted, and the new 
sentence may have begun ....... ov tov\rwy ew[exev. A connecting particle is, however, not 
necessary with rovroy (cf, e.g. 1. 13), and the absence of a paragraphus below |. 319 suggests 
that Il. 317-21 may have formed one sentence in the papyrus, though the scribe is not very 
regular in the use of paragraphi. 

320. For the omission of wv after rov{rwr, which may be merely a slip, cf. the previous 
note. RV have évexev for eLy EE. 

321-2. €||mepre: there is not room for ame||rewre (ABC, edd.), unless oc before Kopw6to 
was omitted. 

325. Tiywper| pevos : TlL@pEopeEvos Semele Smyth, op. cut. § 684. 2. The restoration 

mporepor (xporepov RSV) is supported by the parallel in |. 380; cf. n. 
326-4. For the alternative form mphyna, which is ignored by the MSS. of Hdt., see int. 
328. [oureipe: so MSS. ; [orkripe, the form preferred by edd., would be long enough. 
333. ayaa tra: so M Ssae (ra) ayaa ta edd. since Aldus. 

339. es: els AB less correctly. At the end of the line, where the supplement is rather 
long, producing a line of 27 letters, the division was perhaps ¢|xpyv, but only 8 or g letters are 
expected in the lacuna at the beginning of ]. 340. 

344. oe, the reading of the MSS. corrected by edd. to oea, is rendered certain by the 
size of the initial lacuna. amé suits the space better than amehée (RSV). 

346. pilroruy: for y dufdoriuuy (RSV, edd.) there is not room, if, as is probable, there 
Was a space after ov. 

351. Either ameSadov or pere3udov (ABC) can be restored. 
353. The supplement, based on AB, is rather long, producing a line of 27 letters, and 

perhaps either y- should be omitted with R (SV om, 76n), or ze, or even both. 
355. The marginal note is in the same hand as that in I. 49. 
361-2. RSV have exreivorres instead of exrewvoy . . . mapedvtes. 

363. eywo|/ro : or eyevo | 'TO (ABS, Stein). 
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365. aipebn av Saplos: aipebyoav Sapios RSV, 
370. dn: om. RSV. 
372. Aaxedaip[ovrorae (PRS; -nox V) suits the size of the lacuna better than Aaxedarp{orcoe 

(AB, edd.), 
373-4. Hol|Avuk[p(ar)ea o|rpar. : the lacuna ought not to exceed 4 letters, but the omission 

may have been supplied above the line, as in ]. 446. 
378-9. «|\S[covro: the supposed vestige of 6 may belong to a paragraphus. In the 

margin are traces of a note, which might refer to ll. 361-2, but is nearer to col. xxiv. 
379-80. For the alternative spellings mpn|y[para, mpn]x(para cf. 1. 327 and int. 
383+ mls: om. MSS, But cf. e.g. v. 82 7H “A@nvain re (re om, SVU) 7H Modeddr, Vii. 

43 77 AOnvain TH “Wrad.. 
386. mporlepor: mpdrepov RSV. 
406, rlov opul|yparos rourov: rovrou Tov dp. RSV. 
410. The supposed stop after \Jueva, which is not wanted, might be the bottom of a 

critical sign referring to the marginal note, which begins x(epe) \yze(va) and seems to be of 
an explanatory character. In the second line wee: x’ or |‘ (i.e. mapa) or ws en{ac can be 
read; the third line does not seem to be D{t|uev... The ink is lighter than that of the 
main text and the marginal note on 1. 131, and the hand certainly different from that of 
Il. 49 and 355 marg. 

411. xara; so MSS., which continue ctkooe dpyuéov. Stein and Hude follow Eltz in 
reading xat for card, which is not satisfactory. As Lobel remarks, card would be expected 
here to mean ‘about’, especially since most of the dyke was under water ; cf. the frequent 
examples of card with numerals quoted by Schweighauser, Lex. Herod. ii. 10. Hence the 
mistake may well lie in épyuéwy, for which we suggest dpyvias, unless there was a substantive 
elkoatspyuoy, Meaning a ‘length of 20 fathoms’. 

423. 01: om. C- 
427-8. 1619 no doubt had 4» ravrny exe (om. RSV) between avr{nv and Tole. 

430. mapayw |era|t 7 Ol possibly els Ta [Souca, 

434. Of the supposed breathing over e|é only the tip of a horizontal stroke is left, which 
might be interpreted as belonging to a paragraphus. Lines 433-4 would then begin [x]os 
and [ox «]é, but this arrangement does not suit ll. 432 and 435-6 very well, and €é is a very 
natural word on which to place a breathing; cf. 1. 180. 

438. e|re{ire or emet|re| can be read. 

440. Oram: Or, 7 AB, edd.; ’Or. 7 C. 
443-4. epyov b€ ovdev am’ avta@v Naprpoy yiverar MSS. 1619 was shorter and presumably 

omitted yiverar or aw atrav rather than Aapmpor. 

445. kateot|ewoas: kateo|raaas (RSV) can equally well be read, but is somewhat less 
suitable to the supposed length of the initial lacuna. 

446. p{ev, inserted above the line by the first hand, is read by all the MSS. 
447. towvde: so Hude with RSV; rotwy ABCP, Stein. 

1620. THUCYDIDES i. 

1414-3 cm. Late second or early third century. 
Plate VI. 

This fragment consists of the upper portion of two columns and a few 

letters from the beginnings of lines of a third column of a roll containing 

the first book of Thucydides, and covers chs. 11-14 with considerable lacunae. 
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The script is a medium-sized uncial of a second—third century type, resembling 

843 (Part v, Plate vi) and 1175 (Part ix, Plate iii). That it is more likely to have 

been written before A.D. 200 than after is indicated by the notes referring 
to alternative readings, which have been added later in the upper margin 

by a different and cursive hand. These notes are very like those in 1284 
(Part x, Plate iv), of which the main text is not dissimilar in style to that 

of 1620, though in a larger hand, and suggest a date not later than the reign of 

Caracalla. The main text may therefore well be ascribed to the reign of 

Commodus or even M. Aurelius. The columns are rather tall, containing about 

54 lines of 18-22 letters. High stops accompanied by paragraphi (which are to be 

restored after Il. 3, 10, 14, and 21) are frequent, and there are occasional diaereses, 

but no breathings or accents. Iota adscript was written in |. 13, but 

apparently not in 1.62. An omission in 1. 3 is supplied by the original scribe, 

who also superscribed a variant in 1. 67; but a slip in |. 8 is corrected by the 

writer of the marginal notes, which seem to be variants obtained from a different 

and older MS., not corrections ; cf. ll. 67-8, n. Critical signs are placed against 

the notes and the corresponding line of the text, four different signs being found 

in Col. ii. 

The relation of the papyri of Thucydides to the vellum MSS., which are 
divided into two families, CG and BAEF, M approximating to a middle position, 

is discussed at length in 1876. int.; cf. also Hude, Bull. de Cacad. royale de 

Danemark, 1915, 579-85. Of the five best papyri the first century specimens 

tend to support C, those of the second century B, especially in the later books. 

In the chapters covered by 1620 both C and F are defective, the lost portions 

having been supplied by later hands, in both cases from MSS. of the C family 

(c and f), so that F and f represent different families. 1620, a careful and 

elaborately revised text, agrees with B against cfG four times, and with the 

C family against B twice. 1621, however, which is about a century later than 

1620, inverts the relationship to the two families, agreeing five times with C, twice 

with the B group. 1622, which is about fifty years earlier than 1620 and agrees 

twice with either group, and 1623, which is three or four centuries later and 

agrees twice with the B group, once with CG, are both too short to show their 

real character. But the customary electicism of papyri in relation to the 

mediaeval MSS. is apparent throughout the four Thucydides fragments in the 

present volume, and the division of the MSS. into two families is no doubt later 

than the papyrus period; cf. the parallel case of the MSS. of Herodotus 

discussed in 1619. int. 

New readings in 1620 occur in ll. 1, 73-4, 76, and side by side with the 

traditional readings in ll. 61, 67-8, 72 (cf. also Col. i. marg., Il. 58, 109, 112, nn.). 
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Some of these are concerned with trivial differences, such as the omission of the 

article or the order of words; but in 1]. 67 the traditional participle is no better 

than the hitherto unrecorded infinitive, and, especially since the marginal readings 

tend to be superior to those of the main text, the new reading proposed in the 

marginal note on ll. 67-8 may well be right. A tendency to smooth slight 

irregularities and roughnesses of style is traceable throughout 1620-3, especially 

in 1621, which confirms two modern emendations ; and, although some of the 

novelties can be explained as editorial improvements, and omissions may be 

merely due to accident, the four new fragments seem to represent texts of rather 

high quality, and distinctly support the impression gained by a survey of the 

longer Thucydidean papyri such as 16 and 1876, that without resorting to 

the drastic changes proposed by Rutherford there are many improvements to be 

made upon the tradition of the mediaeval MSS. 

Col. i. Col. ii. 

JeXer kat aA(Aa) [x ] 
[> ta tre]pt tas [vaus 

— [te]ocapas kat tauta (ty ] core 

padtora kat ad(Aa) 
es 5 © radattaty 

[a|ro[v wr epov Tpoay « Il. 2 55 Baoidrevae VauvTiKa TE E€nip| 13.1 

[Alov [aA]Aa 6s axpnpatiay 3 tueto n EdAas Kat Ty Oa 
i on real seca eeaae Aacons paddov avTelxov 

[kJar avirja ye dy tTav7[a ovopa x To" mporor Se Kopi Okc) 
1 AeyovTal eyyuTaTa Tov 

[or FloraTa Tov mpl vie] vo a 

[uJeva: Syndovtar Toils elpyos Gon yUv Tipo ou Remax ctpt 
> Gal Ta TEPL vausS Kat TPL 

[uroldeeatepa ovta z\q\s pn p ad 
a pes mparov ev KopivOw 

[mn|s Kat z||@v]] vey mepe tTns EdAados vaumny| 

javT|ov dia Tous moinTas Onvail*| patverac dle Kat 3 

10 {Aoylou Katleo|xnkoTos|"] ewe 12.0 65 Sapiole|s Apevoxdrns Ko 

[kar pera ta Tplwika |[7dn |] pwO|Lo|s vaumnyols vaus 

[y EAdas ert] petaviazaTo ‘Se : 

[7T€ Klal KaT@LKLCETO wWOTE > Tomoae Terza\pas’ €77 

[an novyac(ac)lav avénOnvat] 6 ett padio7|a| Ee 

-15 [n TE yap] avaxwpnals Tov 2 [els Tyy TeAevTHY 7loluele 

E)Anviov «€ Idwov xpore jo Tov moAepou ore Apele 

[a yevoplevn ToANa EvEew _voKXns Sapilors| nAGer ylav 4 
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[xH@oe] Kal oTagELsS Ev Tals 12,2 % piax\a Te madalijorary 13.4 

[woAeowv| ws em To ToAlu elyit av] [djn toielev n Kopi 

20 [yvovto alb wy ekelmTov Oiajv yliv{e|7{at] mpos Kiep 

[res Tas] mroAels ExT Cov" 75 Kupaltolu[s] evn Ce pa[rc 

[Bowwro] te yap oc vey e€nf 3 ora Stakoloia €lén|kjor| 

32 lines lost Ta «ott plex[pt Tov avTcu 

31 lines lost 

Col. iii. 

x [ous ETOLNTATO KAL Pnve 13. 6 I1l5 [TeTaTa yap TavTa Tov vau 

110 aly eA@y aveOnxe tat Aro Tikjoy nv patverat oe 14. I 

[AlAl@ve tar Andiar Poxaes Kat T\avtTa moAAals yeve 

> te [Maccariay orxigov als voTepa yevoueva Tov 

te[s Kapxndoviovs ev T[pwtkwv Tpinpect pev 

Kaly vavpaxouvtes Suva 3 lines lost, traces of 8 lines, 

and 32 lines lost 

Col. i. marg. xa ad(ka) ‘and so on’ recurs in the third marginal note at the top of 
Col. ii. The preceding word apparently does not occur anywhere in the known text 
of ll. r-54, and an unknown variant seems to be indicated; cf. ll. 67-8, n. — Je ae or Jeacr 
or ]edec can be substituted for ede. 

I. Tpoay: tiv Tpoiav MSS. Cf, ll. 58, 61, 73-4, nn. 

3. te, supplied by the first hand, is in all the MSS. 
z[po] tovrey: so A®cF?GM, edd.; z[pos] 7. (A’BEF!) is unsuitable to the size of 

the lacuna, - 
4. ye: om. cfG. 
8. roy, the reading of the first hand, is a mere error. 
11. 707, which has a line above it to indicate deletion, is not known as a variant here. 
14. [uy novxac(ac)|av: the traces of a are very slight, but » is fairly certain, and there 

is not room for more than 7 or 8 letters in the lacuna. py) yovxydcaca cf', Hude; py 
jovxdoacav ABEMfF?, Stuart Jones. 

17-18. evea|yueoe]: so AEM ; eredypooe Bef, edd. 
19. em to modu: so cCEf, Hude; om. r6 ABM, Stuart Jones. 
21. tas| odes: SO MSS., Stuart Jones; véas (Madvig, Hude) does not suit the size of 

the lacuna. 
22. Gertz wished to omit yap. 

Col. ii. marg. Cf. ll. 58, 61, 67-8, 72, nn., and for kat ad(Aa) Col. i. marg. n. 
58. Which word or words in this line were referred to in the lost marginal note at the 

tep of Col. ii is uncertain. The only clue afforded by the MSS. is the circumstance that in 
E the ¢ of mparo is by a later hand, perhaps indicating mparoy as the original reading ; gt 
mporov in]. 62. If not mperov, the lost variant may have been ox: Ronadine OE IMs Tt 

73-4, nn. 
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61. vavs: ras vats MSS., agreeing with the reading in the second marginal note. 
Tpujpets immediately following has no article, and rds can be dispensed with; but the 
omission may be due to the accidental collocation of vais and tpinpes which belong 
to different sentences. Cf. ll. 1, 58, 73-4, nn. 

62. mpwrov ev Kopw0o: so BcEf, Hude; év K. rp. AGM, Stuart Jones. Cf. Il. 73-4, 
476-7, nn. 

63. vaunnynénvac: so ABEGM, Stuart Jones; evvaum.cfG suprascr, Hude. 
67. momoa: romoas MSS., agreeing with the superscribed reading. The infinitive 

makes the statement less definite and is quite appropriate. 
rerz{alpas, with the marginal variant [re|]soapas: cf. the superscribed so in the case of 

16. i. 4 epvdarroy and 38 nrrndecer. 
67-8. «[7™] 5 ear patiora: so all MSS.; the marginal variant kar tavta [rn] eott pan. iS 

unknown here, but at |]. 76, where 1620 like ABEGM has ern de pajAcjora, cfG add. have 
érn b€ pad. kat tavry and Bekker’s N érn 8€ pad. kai radra. The most probable explanation of 
this duplicate set of variations is that the original reading was that of 1620. marg., but xa 
ravra Was omitted, 8 being inserted in its place (so 1620. 67, ABEGM); xa ravra was, how- 
ever, supplied in the margin, from which the words were restored to the text in the wrong 
place (as in N), resulting in the subsequent emendation of ravra to ravry (cfG add.). If the 
reading of the later MSS. (G is 13thcent.; cf are later than CF), which editors have hitherto 
adopted, be supposed to be original, it is almost inexplicable that neither the scribe nor the 
corrector of 1620 knew of the reading xai ravry in |. 76, and that the corrector should make 
matters worse instead of better. The source of the marginal variants in 1620 is probably 
older than the main text,and may well have been a Ptolemaic papyrus or at any rate as old 
as the archetype of 1620. In view of the great antiquity of the reading kai radra and the 
very late character of the evidence for kat ravry we much prefer to explain the variations in 
the light of their chronological arrangement, and to regard the readings of (2) 1620. 67 and 
the older MSS. and (4) N as intermediate steps in the process by which the reading 
preserved in 1620. marg. became corrupted into that of cfG add. 

71. n\ée: so MSS.; 7\éev edd. The earlier papyri of Thucydides as a rule omit 
v eedxvaorixdy at the end of a sentence; cf. e.g. 1622. 81, 84. 

72. madaltloratn: so some of the deteriores; the earlier MSS. have wadarary here, as 
has the marginal note, but in e. g. ch. 1. 1 wadatdrepa occurs. 

13-4. oly ] 8) vol ley 7 Kopw6to|v ylofe|r elt {a}: dy topev yiyverae Kop. MSS, (G at first in- 

serted ylyverac before dv topev, but erased it), «o is fairly certain, and the preceding letter can 
be », #, or v, while the letter after .o[yJev, if not n, must be v: the traces of ev and of a letter 
after «[v] are very slight and indecisive.  [:]7u[e]y Kop. might be read, but before it wv [nus 
is not long enough and @» [n]ues is inadmissible. [8] is not very satisfactory, but prefer- 
able to o{v]| aiulmo[uler. The insertion of the article before KopwOto[y may be right 
(cf. ll. 1, 58, 61, nn.); the loss of it may be due to the hiatus created when yiyverac 
was placed before ‘instead of after 7) KopivOiov. That 1620 had the form y}u{e]r[a] (with cf) 
is uncertain, for y|cy[e]r[a] can be read. 

75-6. palAcjora: pad. kai travrn c{G add., edd.; cf. Il. 67-8, n. 
76-7. S{taxo]a{a ele klovra: é&jx. kai duax. MSS. The traces suit di caxolorja very well, 

but in 1. 77 pJex[pc is quite uncertain. 
109. ‘lo what the critical sign refers is uncertain. The only variants in the MSS. at 

this point concern the spelling “Phyevay or “Pnviav (in other authors spelled ‘Pyyaay or 
‘Pyvaiav), except for the dittography ‘Pqveav dvehay in cf. 

112. The critica] sign perhaps refers to a variant concerning the spelling of Maocaniav 
(Meooadiav, MagaNiav, MagoiXav, Or Maccadiav MSS.). 

O 
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1621. THUCYDIDES ii (Speeches). 

14:3 X II-4 cm. Fourth century. Plate V 
(verso). 

This leaf of a vellum codex is of a somewhat novel character, since it 

belongs to a collection of the speeches in Thucydides. The fragment contains 

the conclusion of the speech of Archidamus at the beginning of the war (ii. 11) 

and the beginning of the funeral oration of Pericles (ii. 35). There are 21 lines 

on a page and 20-5 letters in a line. Traces of the pagination are visible 
on both sides, but the figures are illegible. The hand is a calligraphic uncial of 

the same type as the Codex Sinaiticus, and the fragment has a special palaeo- 

graphical interest, for some omissions by the first hand (ll. 18 and 26) have been 

supplied in darker brown ink by a cursive hand. These cursive additions 

are not later than the fourth century, and the main text is likely to belong to the 

early or middle part of that century. Stops occur in the high, middle, and low 

positions, but are partly due to the corrector. A stroke for punctuation (1. 2) and 
occasional diaereses and elision-marks are due to the original scribe, a breathing 

to the corrector. Iota adscript was generally written : where omitted, it has been 

supplied in at least one place (I. 16) and perhaps two others (ll. 10 and 15), 

apparently by the corrector. 

The text as corrected is on the whole a good one and has several interesting 

novelties, which are in most cases superior to the readings of the MSS. The 

omission of the unsatisfactory otrw in 1. 4 confirms a conjecture of Madvig, 

though confidence in the omissions in 1621 is somewhat shaken not only by the 

two mistaken omissions of the first hand, which are supplied by the corrector, but 

by a third (1. 36), which has escaped his notice. tiv for jyty in 1. 25 confirms the 

conjecture of Hude already substantiated by 858. vii. 15, the confusion between 

these words being of course common. dydvac@ar for aydver@ar in |. 4 and the 

omission of 7év before G\Awy in 1. 1g may well be right. C is supported against 

B five times, B against C twice ; cf. 1620. int. 

Recto. Verso. 

alle LE] 
xXoTarct aly elev. mpos TE TO € IT. 5 _aui@y opav: ws [ouly emt tocar, 9 

mixetpeto[O)ar acpadectaror’ THVv ToY oTpaTEvOVTES Kat 

[nlues de ovd emt advvatoy 6 peylo7|n|y dogajv] orcopevole 

[aluvvacOat ofA epxopeba 25 Tols TE Mpoyovols Kat vy alu 

5 [aAA]a tots macw apioTa mapeckiev e« Tay atroBat/vovrwy 
ie Tos em apdotepa emecbe [o 
[aoluevny’ woTe xpn Kat Tavu 
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[eA}mi¢e dia payns tevat avrolvs 7™ av Tis nynTat: Koopc[y 

[et] wn Kat vuy @punvTa ev aft? Kat gudaknv mept TavTos 7{[ot 

ovum mapecpev- aX oTav ev OUpevol- KaL TA Taplay lyedAlo 

10 Tyf ynt opwotv nas SnouvTals 30 peva ofews Cexoperiolt: Kar 

Te Kat Ta exevov POetpov7als [Alorov yap rode kat acgadeoz[a 

Taot yap ev TOLS Ofpact. Kal Ev 7|@ 7 Tov ToXXovsS ovTas EVL KOTHat 

TAPAUTIKa opav TadXOVTAS Xpepevous PatvecGa- 

tt andes opyn mpoominret emiTagios 

15 Kal ot Aoytopar eAaxiaTa [xplo 

Hevot Gvpm, mActoTa Es €[plyo 35 Off plev moAXoe Tov (ev)Oade ndn 35.1 

kabiotavrat: A€nvatous de 8 ElpNKOT@Y ETaLVOUaL TOV 

Kat 7A€lovy T@y aAd@v ELKOS 

Tovto dpacat- ot apxetv TE AAW 

20 [algtovot Kat emlovTes THY TH 

medAas Snovy paddov n Tov 

Tt mpocbevTa TL vou@ Tov do 

yov tovde ws Kadov emt Tas [| 

ek Tov Todeuov Oamropel 

42 vols ayopeverOat auTov: exo 

8 apkovy av eOoxe evar ar| 

4. [a]uvvacba apvveo Oat oUT@ MSS., Stuart Jones ; dpvveo ba omitting oUTa Hude, 

following Madvig. For other variations between dpvvecOa and dptivac6a cf. e.g. i. 96. 1. 

II. ta exewov: SOC; 1a *keivoy A; taxetvov BEFM, edd, 
T2-13. xatev., 

I4. Tt: TE &: 

15. Usener wished to delete o. 
18. 7, supplied by the corrector, is in all the MSS. 
19. a\\wy: trav dAkov MSS.; but réy d\Xwv has just occurred in |. 18 and addwvis quite 

defensible. 

. opav is deleted by Hude, who alters wacyorras to razxovcr. 

21. reav: 7 MSS., rightly. It is certain that rev was first written, but the second 
half of the w is incompletely preserved, and » may have been corrected to 7. 

22, avrav: airav C, Hude, Stuart Jones; éavray ABEFM®*. airéy was probably 
meant by the papyrus and is likely to be right. 

22-3, rogau|tny: so CEG marg. B yp. F! yp. M‘f ex corr., edd. ; tHv @dAnv ABFM® ; 
rotavrny some late MSS. 

24. olovopevot : oidpevar B. 

25. upw: so 858; nuiv MSS. Cf. int. 
35- o[¢ zl: so ABEFM with Tiberius, Syrianus, Dionysius, Castor, and Max. Plan. 

Hude (but not Stuart Jones) formerly carried his preference for CG to the length of reading 
ev ody, but now (ed. maior?) brackets ovv. 

35-6. dn etpnxoray: so CG (én add. G?), schol., Syrianus, Max. Plan., edd. ; «ipyxérav 
707 ABEFM ; om. #5 Tiberius, Castor. The MSS. of Dionysius vary between 75y ep. and 
eip. On. 

39. ToAcuav: woAewy ABF. 
40. Dobree wished to omit avror. 
41. 6c: éé CG, edd. A 3: ~ 

apxouy av: ay apxKovuy M. 

02 
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1622. THUCYDIDES ii. 

17*5X 21-2 cm. Early second century. Plate IV. 

The chief interest of this much damaged fragment, which consists of 

the lower halves of two columns and a bit of the column preceding, and contains 

parts of chs. 65 and 67 of Thuc. ii, is palaeographical, for on the verso is part of 

a contract. for loan dated in Mecheir of the 11th year of Antoninus Pius 

(A.D. 148), so that the recto must have been written before 148, probably in.the 

reign of Hadrian, and is an unusually well dated specimen of second-century 

uncial writing. Other papyri which more or less approximate to it in style and 
date are 9 (Part i, Plate iii, which was there dated somewhat too late), 841 

(Part v, Plate iii), 1233 (Part x, Plate iii), and 1619 (Plate iv). A >-shaped sign 

is used for filling up short lines, and pauses are indicated by occasional blank 

places. paragraphi, and stops chiefly in the middle position (the high stop 

at the end of 1. 51 is not certain). A mark of quantity occurs in ]. 53, and 

a correction of spelling, possibly in a different hand, in 1. 81. The column con- 

tained 29-30 lines of 16-22 letters. Iota adscript was written. 1622 agrees with 

C twice and with the other family twice; cf. 1620. int. The only new reading 

occurs in the very compressed sentence beginning in 1. 84, of which the end is not 

preserved. Here the text of 1622 is apparently corrupt as it stands, but is 

perhaps nearer the original than the reading of the MSS., which may be only an 

emendation ; cf.n. ad loc. 

Col. i. 

17 lines lost and traces of 7 lines [Sos] me[pleyeverOar [nv] 

25 [covroy rat ITepixd ec Emre 65. 13 [7roA |uy T1edJomovy nat, 

[piacevoe Tore] ab wy autos 30 [@v avrwy| Tw ToEpot 

[mpoely|v|@ [klar [walyu ay pas 

(Colette Col. iii. 

16 lines lost 16 lines lost 

[k]at Tov] alvrou Oepouls z[/eXev 67. 1 plovols mapa Tax Siradkne 67. 2 

tovtos Apiaoziev|s Kopi méi|Qover tov Sadoxov 

Bios Kat Aaked\a|ipoly|ior Tov yeyernplevoy Abn 

50 mpeaBes Avnpioros kar Nu 80 valtoy S\tadKov viov- Tojvs 

kodaos kat IIpatodapos: € 
avépas eyxiploat odiot- [o 

kat Teyeatns Tipayopas : 
ease ae Tas pn dvaBavtes ws Bla 

kat Apyeos wdvae ITodA\is 



1622. THUCYDIDES II 197 

Tropevopevolt es| Tyv Act aiden THY EkELVOU TOALY | 

55 av ws Baoirea [ee mos mee To pepos BAayrwor o de> 

gelav autov x|p|nuata TE 85 meo[Olecs Topevopevor|s 

Tmapexe|t|v Ka é[ulurroAe aurous dia tTns Opaikns e€ 

[weer agixvouy|tlar [ws] Xe mL TO mAolov Epedde > 

[TlaAknv mporor [rlov T\n zov [EA\Anomovtoy ze[ 

60 [pew es Opaikniy Bov|Aope [platoloe| mpw ¢fo|Baver | 

Br. 2. jo Goll 

28-9. a[nv | mon |v : so CG, Aristides, edd. ; rav ABEFM. 

51. Uparodanos: so M, edd. ; Uparddyuos CEFG ; Srparddqnuos AB. 

57. mapexe{elv (AB corr. EFM) suits the vestiges much better than sapacye «|v (CGB"?, 
edd.). 

“49. rov: om. CG. 
80. wov: viev A; tév Hude. 
81. oguor: for the omission of » epedxvorixdy cf. 1, 84 and 1620. 71, n. 
84 sqq. For eeAXe in 1. 87 the MSS. have @ @yeddov, making mepacdoew intransitive 

contrary to the customary usage of the passive in this sense, as was noticed by Thomas 
Magister (early fourteenth century). ¢ueAXe may be merely a blunder due to some one who 
wished to make wepaaoew transitive and ignored vAAapBavet, which follows éoBaivew (1. 89) 
in the MSS. and governs wopevopevous airovs. The loss of the end of the sentence in 1622 
is unfortunate, for the construction was not quite clear. After évANawBaver the MSS. 
continue @Adous 8 (so CG; 6) Hude; om. ABEFM, Stuart Jones) fupméuwas pera rod 
Aedpxou rod ’Apetviddou Kal exeAevoer ekeivors Tapadovvar, ueAde Cannot be defended as long as 

the subject of it is Sitalces, who, as the context shows, had no intention of allowing the 
Spartan envoys to cross the Hellespont; but with the correction (6) uedXe (sc. the ship) the 
difficulty arising from the intransitive use of wepacev would be removed, since a second 
accusative for that verb could easily be understood from mopsvopevovs adrovs: cf. Polyb. iil. 
113. 6 rods Nourols eEayaydy . . , Kal mEpatmaas Kata Sitrovs Témous TO petOpov. & EwehAov would 
on this theory represent an attempt to emend the text as found in 1622. 

Fr. 2. This fragment was adhering to the top left-hand corner of the papyrus, 
but apparently by accident. If it really belongs to Il. 19-21, it may refer to mpooye|vop[evax 
or TeNo|rov| ynoros. 

1623. THUCYDIDES iil. 

14°7 X 5:5 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 

This fragment of a leaf of a vellum codex contains part of Thuc. iii. 7-9, 

with fairly numerous stops (in all three positions), paragraphi, accents, breathings, 

and diaereses. The only correction preserved, the insertion of a v épeAxvorixoy in 

]. 45, is due to the original scribe, who wrote a good-sized upright oval uncial 

hand of the fifth or sixth century. Jota adscript is omitted once and written 

once. Traces of ruling are discernible on the recto, which is the hair side. The 

text in spite of its comparatively late date stands somewhat apart from the 
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mediaeval MSS., agreeing once with CGM, probably twice with the B group 
(cf. 1620. int.), and presenting several new readings. Of these the omission of 

Tov vedv in 1. 1 and 7d wedv for tov zw. in 1. 11 are quite defensible. More interest- 
ing is the variant avé[mAevoe for éxevoe in 1. 8, where the simple verb was rather 
ambiguous. The precise nature of the variation in ll. 19-20 is obscured by 

lacunae. 1616 was found with 1623. 

Recto. Verso. 

[mAeous almomepre: Tad 7. 3 Oevrepov evika [kat Emel 8 

[em otxov] 6 Ag@mios- avTos 4 én peta Thy €optnv ka 

6 exov Oledexa adixvet 35 TEaTnTaY ES Holyous eEL7roy 

[rac es Nav)raxtov- Kat vote Towdde- To pev [kabecros 9. I 

5 [pov Axap\avas avactn “trois *EAAnot vo[Lipov @ av 

[cas mavdn\uel. oTpareve Opes Aakedaipovior Kat 

[er Owradas| Kat Tats Te vav Evppaxol ticpev rovs 

[ov kata? tov Ay|led@ov ave 40 yap adtotalpevous ev Tols 

TAEUTE Kal 0] KaTa ynVv OTpPA ToAcpols Kae gvppaxrav 

10 [ros edniov Tyly xwpar: Thv mpw [amoXetmovTas 

[ws 6 ov mpoaex|épovry. To pe 5 ot defapevor Kab ocov pev 

[mefov adinow] avros de wpedour[rar ev ndovne 

[mAevoas es Aevklada Kat amd 45 €xovow- volutcovtes 6 EL 

[Bacw es Nypixoly monoa vat mpodjoTas Twy mpo Tov 

15 |Mevos avaxopoly Srapber pirov x[etpous NYOVVTAL 

[peTar avtos TE Kali THS oTpa Kal ovK a[dikos auvtn n age 2 

Tlas Tt pepos uTo T\wv avTé @ols €oT[Lv EL TUXOLEY TpOS 

[dev te EvpBonOnclavToy 50 @dAnAlovs o TE adtota 

[kat ppoupwy tive ?] ay vaTEpo 6 pevot k[at ad @v dvaxpl 

20 [uvmogmovdous Tous] vekpous vowwro [iwor pey TN vo 

[amromAevoavtes 01] AOnvat Hye ov[Tes Kat evvola 

[oc mapa tav Aevxaldior avriimado. Oe THL Tapa 

10 lines lost 10 lines lost 

I, mous almomepme: mA. amoréumer tov veay MSS. Since ai vyes occurred in the 
previous sentence, the repetition is unnecessary. 

8-9. avel[m\evce: Emdevoe MSS. dvadeiv occurs only once in Thuc. i, 104. 2 kai 
dvarevoavres awd Oaddoons és tov Neidov, where it implies sailing up stream. If this was also 
implied here, vav|[ow es tov Ay|eAwov av. may have been the reading ; but ave|7Aevoe may simply 
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mean ‘sailed out’, in which case it hardly differs from the simple verb and xara means ‘in 
the direction of’ or ‘ off’ or perhaps even ‘on’, Oeniadae was situated near the mouth of 
the Acheloiis, surrounded in winter by marshes into which the Acheloiis flowed (Thue. ii. 
102. 2), and of which one connected with the Gulf of Corinth according to Strabo, 
p- 459. The ships may therefore have been taken a little way up the river. A compound 
verb has this advantage over the simple one that it is not open to the interpretation ‘ he 
sailed down the Acheloiis’, which is inadmissible here ; cf. iv. 25. 8 rais pev vavoi mepurdev- 
gavres kata toy ’Axeoivny (in Sicily) morapoy thy ynv edpovv, That avérdevoe here means 
‘sailed back’ (Asopius had already passed Acarnania on his way up the gulf to Naupactus) 
is less likely. 

11. to: roy MSS. Thucydides uses both the masculine and neuter of mefés substan- 
tivally 

18-19. avrd||éev (ABEFM, edd.) suits the length of the lacuna better than avré||@ (CG). 
The supposed accent is very doubtful, 

19-20, twev?| wy vorepoy |[ymoanovbos: twav drlyov Kai vorepoy tx. MSS. ‘There 
is certainly not room for both rwav and odtywy and there is no trace of xa, but wy instead of 
being &v might be the termination of Tw ov or odty ov with 8 before vrocrovdous in |, 20, 

though the supplement there is quite long enough, v and ep of vorepoy are fairly certain ; 
the or is cramped and seems to have been corrected, probably from 7, and 6 is not a very - 
satisfactory reading. 4» is not in accordance with Thucydidean usage in this context, kai 
votepoy vroondvdovs being common. 

37-8. av]|5pes: so ABEFM ; om, CG, edd. 
41. modenors: SO CGM, edd.; modepioos ABEF. 

1624, PLATO, Protagoras. 

Frm 10-5 %17 cm. Third century. Plate VI 
(Cols. Ixiii-iv, Ixvi). 

These scanty remains of a roll containing the Protagoras originally consisted 

of about 100 pieces, of which nearly three-quarters have been placed and some 

very minute scraps ignored. The identified fragments, which amount to about 

230 lines in all, are scattered over the latter part of the dialogue from pp. 337- 
57, representing 23 out of the last 71 columns, but none at all completely. 

The upper margin is partly preserved in Cols. ii, xx, xxxv, xxxvii, xlv, 1x1, 

Ixiii-v, the lower in Cols. i, xvi, and Ixiii, showing that each column contained 

37 or 38 narrow lines of 10-17 letters, usually 12 or 13. The writing is a hand- 
some specimen of the now well-known third-century type of uncials approximating 

to that of the early biblical codices; cf. 1865. int. Like 1017 (Phaedrus), 1624 

is remarkable for the presence of many corrections or alternative readings, which 

have been inserted in a different and cursive hand. These seem to have been 

written somewhat later in the third century than the scholia in 1241, but to be 

contemporary with the scholia in P. Grenf. ii. 12, the main text in those two 
papyri being in hands very similar to the first hand of 1624, which is 

probably not later than the middle of the century. Iota adscript was written, 
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so far as can be judged. Paragraphi were employed by the first hand, but in 

the four places in which they occur have been placed in brackets by the corrector. 

Stops in all three positions occur, besides double dots marking a change of 

speaker, but in many cases are due to the corrector, who was apparently responsible 

for a breathing in 1. 169 and accent in 1. 285. Wedge-shaped signs for filling 

up short lines, occasional diaereses over . and v, and probably the accent in |. 16 

and elision-mark in 1. 227 are due to the first hand. The corrector’s omissions, 

apart from the bracketing of paragraphi mentioned above, are indicated in 

ll. 114, 272, 589 by a stroke, elsewhere by dots, above the letters in question. 

Papyri of Plato are now fairly numerous, 1624 being the 19th known; but 

no fragments of the Profagoras have been discovered previously. For this 

dialogue the chief MSS. are B (the Clarkeanus), T (the Marcianus), and W 

(Vindobonensis 54); but 1624 happens to cover very few passages in which they 

differ seriously. A mistake of BT is avoided (1. 360), but in Il. 629 and 663 the 
papyrus apparently supports BT against W. In ll. 319 and 435 the first hand 

agrees with the reading of W, the corrector with that of BT (in 1. 435 not 

exactly). Some agreements between 1624 and Vaticanus 1029 are noticeable 

(ll. 435, 592, 632, nn.) and the text of Stobaeus is supported in |. 396, so that 

with regard to the existing tradition there is no reason to suppose that 1624 was 

less eclectic than the longer Plato papyri from Oxyrhynchus, 843 and 1016-17. 

In the new readings, which are frequent, the first hand and the corrector usually 

took different views, the only instance in which they agreed upon a hitherto 

unrecorded variant being the insertion of the article before pepe: in |. 288. In 

ll. 6, 594, 632, and 637 the corrector has restored the ordinary reading of the 

MSS. by inserting words omitted either intentionally or by inadvertence by 

the first hand; cf. also ll. 176-7,n. The first hand was not a very accurate 

scribe, to judge by several apparent repetitions of syllables ; cf. ]. 114, n., and 

843 (Symposium), which has numerous mistakes of this character. The most 

striking of the new readings rejected by the corrector is the addition of ai before 

toat in |. 589, a reading which had been generally adopted by modern editors 

from a conjecture of Heindorf, but is hardly rendered more convincing. More 

often it is the first hand, not the corrector, who agrees with the MSS.; cf. ll. 15, 

431, 481, 486, 490, 590, 592, 640, 665, 666, 672, nn. In several of these places 

there is an obvious difficulty in the ordinary reading, and in |. 672 the corrector’s 

reading had already suggested itself to some of the Renaissance editors of 

Plato as an improvement, while in ll. 15 and 640 his readings seem to be 

superior; but the changes proposed in ll. 592 and 666 are of more doubtful 

value. The other novelties are all of the nature of omissions from the ordinary 

text, in revising which the corrector, presumably on the authority of a different 
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MS., exhibits an unwonted and perhaps exaggerated tendency to solve difficulties 

by excisions. His text is, however, as a whole distinctly better than that of the 

first hand, and interesting as a specimen of a recension which was probably due 

to some Alexandrian grammarian, and possibly connected with the corrector’s 

text in1017. A proneness to omissions of words found in the traditional text is one 

of the characteristics of the Phaedo and Laches papyri of the third century B.C., 

but these of course differ from the ordinary text much more widely than 1624. 

Cols (iirsset-st2). Col. ii (Frs. 1. ii, 3-4). 

[uel  [gvvjovic|a 337b gn [ot mapovtes 7 

yiyvotr[o|. vpelels Te yolupar eyw vpas 

[ylap o: AeyovTes pa £ 

AloT av ovTw@sS EV 7 OER is TE 
otk[elous Kat 7ro|AL 

5 piv Tots akovou 
mae [Tas amav|ras evat 
[ouly evdoktpoiTe: Kar 

[ovk] ematvoirbe- ev [puget olusvopie a 
ite’ [70 yap] opotoy Tw 

Sokimery TE yap Eo 45 O|potw|e guoe svy 

Tl Tapa Tas wu yev[es] eT oo Of 

10 yals Tw |ak|ovoy voplos| Tupavvos 

Tov av[ev| ara av Tov avOpw 

ans emalvecbat To@|\v| mo\Aa Ta 

[de] ev Aoywe TroAAa 50 pa 77[v] guow Bia 

[kis mapa dogav (ez[ae nluas ovy 
ov [—] 

15 [Welvdopevav: 7 337¢ a.ox|pov] Thy pev 

[Helis 7 @¥ ol akov 

[ovre|s padtot aly 

[ourws ev|ppalivor 

16 lines lost 

[de] thoy IT podixov 

Inn{ias 0 coos et 

mev [@ avdpes € 

guiow tlov mpa 

ylmarov e\devlac 

12 lines lost 

67 Tov] zloly ag{topa 

Tos| a&.ov almopn 

\yjac|Oat- add [worrep 

70 jrou[s| pavAo[rarous 

\rov avOpelmey 

dialpeper Bale ad 

AnAolisy e[yo pev 

2 lines lost 

337¢ 
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10 lines lost 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Col. iii (Fr. 1. iii). 

go Tas nivias Tots Ao 

86 z[o Kata Bpayy A 338 a yots [iva peyado 

av [er py nédu IIpa Mpe[TETTEPOL KAL 

Tayl[opat addr edet evoy|npoveare 

vial K[ae xadraca ’ About 20 lines lost 

Coll ix (Fr: 5): Col. xvi (Fr. 6). 

[[vo[repov]| ovk opbws 339d About 36 lines lost 

115 Aeylet etm@y ovr mew €c Bovrer Aa 

[tlav[ra modAols Bev plov mepay 

Col. xvii (Fr. 7). Goll xix (Fr. 8): 

12 lines lost About 30 lines lost 

167 v[v Kat ot adAoL eyo 342a 223 [TLaTHS wolre (pat 342e 

[—1 rate a © Ge [verOat tov m[pooldia 

225 [Aeyo|uevov mat 

[dos plndev BedrTer 

{@ To ujr ov[v] avo 

a y eplor doce rept 

170 Tov aliopa|ros [Tou 

Tou meipla|oop| ar 

tp OifelEer| Oe 

pirfogjopra yalp eo 

Kal Tov voy) €loly [ka 
{oe cae 

[ “ai ENE 230 [ol kat Tov mladlat o 

175 T€ Kat mAEoTH [TOV Col. xx (Frs. 9-10). 

EXXnvev [[xa(e] ne 231 [tt To Aaklwvi¢euy 342e€ 
Kpn{t]ne cae ev (Aa 342 b [mohv ualAdov eo 

Keda{i|uovt Kale oo [7 Gidooo]pelwv 7 

piorat TAELTT| OL [pidoyupy]aoireny 

180 yns exes evo a{dAAa 235 [eores olre z[or 

e€apvovyTat Kall 

oxnpatigovT| ae 

apabers [erjvar ef 

About 33 lines lost 

va pn klaTadn 

185 Aot wa [ote oo 

About 7 lines lost 
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290 

395 

428 

1624. 

Col. xxiii (Fr. 17). 

q[ovro ye gaven 343. 

av [kat ov Simo 

vifdov [J]. ...6-- ] 

[[ro[. . .|] adA vrEp 

Balrov de Cava 

[ely 7[@t aiopare 

Co]. xxxv (Fr. 13). 

[olure Wadrplijas: addla 

[alurovs eavrols v 

347 d 

Kavouvs ovTas uv, 

[elt 
[|-[|vae avev tov Ay 

[ploy Te Kar mradi- 

vy TouT@y dia 

TNS EavToVv ow 

vns AeyovTas TE 

Kal akovoyvTas €v Tal 

pepel EaUT@V KO 

[o]utos: [k]a{v] wav 

[roAluy oivoly mo 

About 26 lines lost 

Col. xlvi (Frs. 18-19). 

[amo Telxyns yiuyve 351 a 

[rat alyOpwrroiss Kat 

{amo Oupoly ye Kar 

[ aro pavials [oo] 

Gol. lix (Fr. 21). 

About 27 lines lost 

Tad|nAov €oTal € 355 b 

av fn modAas oO 
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275 

318 

360 

398 

400 

_ ~I ~T 

203 

Col. xxxi (Fr. 12) 

[wos] Tlov yap nAL 

Oiwy [ameipay ye 

346c¢ 

veOd\a wot el TLS 

Xalpele reyov eu 

mAno|Gen av € 

Col. xxxvii (Fr. 14). 

[rove oluk €0€ 

[Awy ete Slooed[y]] [Ao 

[yor ere] pn dla 

[ cape e\uor [ylaip 
About 34 lines lost 

348 b 

Col. xlv (Frs. 15-17). 

yap {etl ovzi@ peTiov 350 d 

€polo pe’ €[L toxupoL 

[Ojuvaroar ¢ror par 350e 

inly av[:] exjeta 

feu] o¢ emtotaplevor 

[mladaev diva 

[T@T|epor Elot Taly 

(un emorapijer{ov 
About 30 lines lost 

Col. lvii (Fr. 20). 

koluoiiv edn o 354 d 

\[po\tayopas aad 

do] ze ovy madi 

Colnlsci(Fr, 29): 

[piy. tov ayabov 

[tla kaka 9 agior: 

gyoopey dndov o 



204 

430 vopalor xpwpeba 

[apa] ndcie re Kar a 

viapor [kat ayabar 

Kal kKa|kwl add € 

meion [dvo eparvn 
kat [ 

tavta 6\volv ovo 

[[ovo]|uaior mpocayo 

pe[v@pey avta 

m[po|zlov pev aya 

Col. 1x (Fr. 22). 

5 lines lost 

[wey oTt ylyv|oo 355 € 

445 [kav o avOpwr|os 

[Ta Kaka ott k\a 

About 30 lines lost 

Col. Ixii (Fr. 24). 

About 20 lines lost 

535 voly k[au ndeos Kat 3564 

Aljumnplov pov a 

A\A@e Tale Parny 

aly eywyle 760 

About 13 lines lost 

Col. Ixiv (Fr. 25. ii). Plate vi. 

kat at povat [la] ¢ 

590 oa eyyvber [per] 

fetgous troppwber 
ehatTous 

opixporepad|:|| pac 

356¢ 

de 

all 
ev av: €L ovy ev Tov 

lel npew ay 
([[zov]}rax) ro ev mpar 

56d (SY) o1 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

480 TL a7moKpLVO{eEvol 

[[or|e]] ove agi@v ov 

[Tw|v- ov yap av efn 

[Halptavey ov pa 

[Helv nTTw ELVvaL 

485 [T@\y noovev: Ka 

[ra 1] de gyoe [[icos]| 

[ava|gva eoT Taya 

[Oa tol KakK@Y" 7 

[Ta kalka Toly alya 

490 [Aer [[n]] ka[r adAlo 7 

[n oTav| Ta |pev| pee 

((@ ta de optxpor|e 

About 22 lines lost 

Col. Ixiii (Frs. 25. i, 26). 

[dea tornis|. Ta pee 

[(@ aet Kat| mAEL@ 

[AnmtTea ealy de 

555 |Aumnpa mpjos Aun 

[pa Ta edaTT\o kal 

[opixporepa| ealy 
About 22 lines lost 

[kpivjacbe gyiow on oa) ro) 

paw \eTar pli 

TH] ower Ta [aut 

[MeyeO|n eyyuv6lev 

imev plerg@. mop 

[pwbev| de edXat\T@ 

[n ov d|noovot: k[ac 

[Ta maxlea Kal 7a 

Plate vi. 

350 b 

356¢ 



626 

630 

640 

645 | 

~~ fe} ~r 

1624. 

5 [Tew ely TwL Ta pev 

Heyar|a pnkn | 
[Kat mpat|rey [Kae 

About 28 lines lost 

Col. Ixv (Frs. 27, 28.i, 29- 

me Twt ajrA\nOer Kale 

ecwoev fav] tov Bor] 

[apa av o|poroyot 

(ev avOp|wmo mpos 

[ralvra nimlas tyy 
(MEe\TpnT|Lk|nvy ow 

av 

(ety texvinv| n ar 

(Any r\nly melrpn 
[TiKn |v @ polAoyet: 

[re] 6 e ev zt] Tov me 

[plirtov Kale ap|rtou 

7NY 

alpecel niplly n ow 

Tnpia {tov Broly o 

[moTe TO mMA€ov olpbws 

det eXer Oat] ae 0 

ToT\€ To €XaTt\rov 7 

auTo mpos €alvto: n 

7.0 €|TEpov ee TO 

[eTelpov> ext |elyyus 

‘e(Tl€ moppm [etln TL 

About 17 lines lost 

PLATO, 

32). 

356e 

PROTAGORAS 

663 

[mo\Aa] wavt|os 

Col. Ixvi (Fr. 28. ii). 

[wled\n de ndovns 

Te Kall AuTNS EV op 

One |[rn{e]] apece ea 
uv 

yn nip n corn 

pla tov Biov ovoa 

Tov 7\€ mAEeovos Kat 

eAaTT\ovos Kal pet 

670 (ovos |Kat optKkpo 

TEpov [Kal Troppm 

ou 

TEPa@ll Kal EyyuUTE 
ou 

pa.’ apla mpwror 

Hey oly petpyre 
About 25 lines lost 

Plate vi. 

205 

257 a 

Br 38: 

722 \Aum[ 
Jem] 
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Wel ixent J. Y jev7[ 

710 a vl Ine Fra 
Brs39: Fr. 40. Fr. 41. Fr. 42. Brs43. 

725 \nv[ 728 |r. 731 |v Jra . [ 736 |An 

= Je of jouf ly jy 
] : 7} jrou[ Pete pal 735. Jre[ 
\n- [ 

Fr. 44. Fr. 45. Fr. 46. Fr. 47. Fr. 48. 

738 Jo .[ 740 J.-[ 742 \n Kae. | p-[ 746 J. a 
jen \o@aj ]---[ 745 jood lea. [ 

6. kat: so MSS. 
7. erawobe: So B, edd.; eraweiobe with superscribed o T. 

8. pev: so MSS.; re, the reading of the first hand, is probably due to a reminiscence 
of l. 2. It is not quite certain that he wrote [e] rather than [re] in 1. 13. 

15. (Welvdopevav: so MSS. except Vat. 1029 (pevdouevw). The corrector’s reading 
Wevddpevor, which is passive, not middle, and refers to the subject of the infinitives, brings 
out the antithesis between ev8oxipeiy and érawveio@a more clearly, and is likely to be right. 

40. arfyyeves so BT. Elsewhere (Il. 45 and 282) the first hand uses the &-form, 
which the corrector preferred here. 

69-71. The fragment containing }{, Jro[, and |ro[ is not certainly placed here, and 
the division of lines is doubtful throughout ll. 67-73. 

89. x[ac yadaoa: these words were bracketed by Cobet. 
114. [[vo[repov]: this word is in the MSS. and can hardly be dispensed with. It may 

well have been omitted here by the corrector because it was written twice over (cf. ll. 271-2, 
436, 593-4, nn.); but the preceding words are corrupt in BT (jyotro rérepov instead of sro 
To mpdrepov) and may have been equally corrupt in 1624, in which case the omission 
of varepov is possibly part of an extensive alteration. 

169. y «H[ov: so some edd. since Bekker; but ye p{o. (BT, Burnet) can of course be 
read equally well. 

173-4. eo|rc: so T; éorw B, like the corrector. 
176—7. [[xa[c]] «v| Kpr[r]je: ev K. re MSS. The corrector may have added re after ev. 
180. a[AAa makes the line rather long, but the division a2’ | e€apv. would be unusual. 

Cf. 1. 280. 
223-4. Fr. 45 might be placed here, [rio}m[s and [ve]oOa{e being possible. 
241-2. The MSS. have nothing between S:poviSov and add’. Possibly add urepBarov 

was written twice by mistake; cf. ]. 114, n. 
281. eavros: avrois BT. Cf. 1. 286, n. 

283. The letter before va: is almost entirely lost, but has clearly been crossed through, 
and there seems to be a letter above the line, so that it is not satisfactory to suppose that the 
corrector simply altered the division €vvleva:, which is legitimate but rather unusual, to 
éuvelvat. No variant is known here. 

286. eavtwv: atrav B, edd.; airay T. Cf. 1. 281, n. 
288-9. ev ta[i| peper: om. to MSS. The article is sometimes inserted, sometimes 
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omitted, in this phrase by Plato; cf. Gorg. 4624 €v TO peper epwrav Te Kai epwrmperos with 

406 D GAN’ ev peper ofnae éxdrepov Kai AapBdver Kat arohAvet. 
319. djocafiv]: doce BT rightly; doce W. 
357. «xvpx (B) suits the probable length of the lacuna better than o wxvpa (T, edd.). 
360. [e] o : sot, edd.; oe B; ofa T. 
396. ye: so Stobaeus, Burnet; re BTW, Schanz. Cf. dd pavias ye xai Ovpod a few 

lines before 1. 394, where Wt Stobaeus have ye, and BT re. 
397. [azo pavials : the s is fairly certain, and the length of the lacuna does not suit the 

restoration [uavas w]o[re, omitting amo in accordance with Naber’s conjecture. 
398-400. The division of lines in this fragment is quite uncertain. 
431. [apa]: apa BTW; ayaa corrector of the Coislinianus, Burnet. The difficulty 

is caused by the late position of dpa in the sentence. 
435. ¢[vow: so W, Vat. 1029; BT agree with the corrector in adding xa‘, but place it 

after instead of before duo. BT’s order seems preferable. 
436. [[ovo]juo[or: probably ovo had been written twice by the first hand; cf. |. rr4,n. 
436-7. mpocayo||pe[vapen : so edd. > 7 powayopevoper BTW. Line 437 is already rather 

short (rr letters), and the substitution of o for , though possible, is not satisfactory. 
p(voper avra mpe|7[or] p[ev is inadmissible, for, though r could be read instead of 7, the only 
alternatives to the r of a[pw|s[ov are y and x. 

444-6. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain. 
481. [[ork]: the corrector omitted this word, which is in the MSS., presumably 

because (d;Aov) ore had occurred in Il. 479-80; cf. int. 
486. [tows]: this word is in the MSS., but can be dispensed with. 
490. [7]: the omission of this word is distinctly an improvement, if 7 (so MSS. and 

edd.) was meant. This question simply supplies the answer to the preceding one xara ri de 
xrA., and does not introduce a fresh alternative of any kind. If 7 is retained, 7 seems 
preferable to 7. 

535-8. The division of lines in this fragment is uncertain. 
582. [rm]: so MSS.; there would be room for two more letters in the lacuna. 
588. wcavz[ws: the o above the line does not seem to be due to the ordinary corrector, 

but it is not quite certainly by the first hand. 
589. [a]: aiis not in the MSS., but Heindorf’s insertion of it has been accepted by 

practically all editors. The absence of ai can however be defended by supplying ovca with 
iva (cf. Ast’s note), and it is not at all clear that the first hand was right, even though there 
is a doubt about the deletion. a has had dots placed above it, but through these is a 
horizontal stroke, such as is used in ll. 114 and 272 to indicate the deletion of the letters 
below. Seeing that in |. 592 the corrector has eliminated double dots marking a change of 
speaker not by running his pen continuously through them, but by crossing them out 
separately, we prefer to suppose that the corrector in |. 589 substituted one mode of express- 
ing deletion for another (possibly for the sake of clearness, owing to the presence of 
a diaeresis by the first hand over the following « of :|oa), rather than that he changed 
his mind about the omission of a and meant to cross out the dots indicating deletion and let 
ac stand, or that this was the meaning of a possible second corrector, The bracketing of 
the paragraphi below ll. 51, 167, 592, and 593 may have been due to a desire on the part of 
the corrector to avoid confusion between paragraphi and horizontal strokes indicating 
deletion. 

590. [[uev]: nothing seems to be gained by the omission of this word, which is in the 
MSS., but is not essential. Since the following word began pe, the intrusion or omission 
of yey would be easy. 

592. opixporepar: so MSS. except Vat. 1029, which has éAdrrous xai cpixp., a conflation 
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of the alternative readings found here. The corrector’s reading éAdrrous is in accordance 
with pelfm .. . eAarrw in Il. 584-5. 

593-4. The MSS. have «i ovv ev rovr@ piv Hv ro Krh., except Venetus 184, which places 
ody after rovr@. nuiv can be dispensed with, but hardly 7v. —_rov||[r@x nv] may have been the 
reading of the first hand, but this restoration, even if nv had dots placed above it by the cor- 
rector, fails to account satisfactorily for the position of the insertion qpet qv, and rou|[rax ye] 
is less probable than a mistaken repetition of the syllable rov: cf. ll. 114, 436, nn., and for 
the omission of 7v after nui |. 637, n 

596-7. The lacuna after nxn is not very adequately filled by a w edge- shaped sign. If 
pny [kae| be read, in the absence of any known variant for pin Kai mpdrrew the simplest 
course would be to suppose a mistaken repetition of xa: cf. the preceding n. 

627-8. Bi{ov! apa ay o|poNoyor : or possibly f¢, \[ov ap ay ou. 

629. av6p]orroe : so BT (é0.); of dvép. W, Vat. 1029, Burnet. év@pro. may have been 
meant if the first hand omitted o, which, though probable, is not quite certain. The 
of avép\omou apparently projected slightly to the left of the » of ojuodoyo in 1. 628 and a of 
nplas in I. 630. 

632. av: so BT; om. Vat. 1029 like the first hand. dv is necessary in view of écacen 
ay (1. 627) and €c@ ev av (lost in |. 646). 

637. qv: so BT. jy is indispensable; cf. Il. 593-4, n 
640. ka: soBT. The corrector’s reading y, i.e. 7, seems to suit the argument 

better. 
662-3. elred[n de: so BT; emide 8 W, Vat. 1209; émei d¢ 6) Burnet, following Adam. 

The vestige before .5 suits « better than 7. 
665. [rm]: ri Bt; mT. Vat. 1029 omits ev in 1. 664, and possibly the first hand or 

the corrector differed there from the ordinary reading ev op6n.(e. g. by having rye opOne or ev tH 
op6n). ‘The mere omission of rm in]. 665 is however more probable. ‘The article can easily 
be dispensed with. 

666. luv: so MSS. The corrector’s reading tpiv gains some support from the 
proximity of efev, 6 avOpwma (1. 662), which introduces the summing-up of the argument, and 
the constant use of the second person plural throughout the dialogue with imaginary objectors 
in pp. 3538qq. ets, however, not tyeis, is used in the previous steps of the argument (e. g 
in ll. 594, 637), and the theory that good and evil ultimately meant pleasure and pain is not 
the starting-point of the opponents of Socrates in this part of the Profagoras, but on the 
contrary is forced upon them by him, so that there was no need for Socrates to dissociate 
himself from his opponents just at this point. 

671-3. moppo|repat kat eyyre|par: so T, and with the omission of the final iotas B and 
modern edd. 3 ToppwTepov kal eyyuTepo Ald. (1513) Troppwtépov kal eyyurepov Basileensis 1 

(1534), agreeing with the corrector. Stephanus objected to the coupling of the adverbs 
without an article to the preceding adjectives, but his criticism has been answered (e. g. by 
Stallbaum and Ast) by citing (1) numerous parallels in Plato for the omission of the article 
in enumerations after the first noun, (2) instances of the coupling of adverbs with adjectives 
in e.g. Profag. 356 raira 8 eori peifw te Kai opixpdrepa yryvdpeva addy\ov Kal TAEL@ Kal eAdTT@ 
kat paddov kai jrrov, Phileb. 41 € tis... pettwy kai tis eAatTwy Kal Tis waAXov Kal Tis opodporépa 
him. The objection to moppwrépov and eyyurépov here is that these adjectival forms are in 
general post-classical. Thucydides, however (viii. 96), has 80 éeyyutarov e@optBe, while 
Xenophon frequently uses eyyvrepov adverbially, and there is an obvious advantage in 
substituting adjectives for adverbs at this point, so that the corrector’s reading is not lightly 
to be rejected on philological grounds alone. 

700-6. It is not quite certain that this fragment belongs to the Prof/agoras. 
740-1. Cf. ll. 223-4, n 
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1625. AESCHINES, /7 Cresiphontem. 

32-5 X25 cm. Second century. 

This fragment of a roll consists of three incomplete columns and a few 
letters from a fourth, covering §§ 14-27 of Aeschines’ oration against Ctesiphon, 
written in a clear cursive hand of the second century, probably not later than 

the reign of Hadrian or Antoninus, to which a document found with 1625 

belongs. There were 51 or 52 lines in a column, and 24~30 letters in a line. 

Jota adscript was regularly written, and elision generally avoided. Punctuation 

was effected by paragraphi and high stops. Diaereses are sometimes placed 

over initial 1 and v; accents, breathings, and marks of quantity are rare (ll. 53, 
63, 111). That the syllable inserted above the line in 1. 53 is ina different hand 

is not quite certain, and a still greater doubt attaches to the supposed distinction 

of hands in |. 21. Seven other fragments of Aeschines from Egypt are known, of 

which three (457, 703, and Hartel, Vortrag tiber die Griech. Pap. Erz. Rainer, 

45 sqq-) belong to different parts of this oration, two (458 and 440; cf. Blass, 

Archiv, iii. 293) to the De falsa leg.,and two (Nicole, Tertes grecs inéd. de Geneve, 
pp- 5-12 and P. Halle 6) to the Contra Timarchum. 

The MSS. of Aeschines number about 27, and fall into three main families, 

called by Blass A, B, and C. In this oration A consists of ekl, B of agmn Vat. 

Laur. Flor., C of dfq Barb. h generally supports A rather than C, p usually 

agrees with B. d (1oth century) is the only MS. older than the thirteenth century, 

but C, the family to which it belongs, has generally been regarded as inferior 

to the other two, of which A is now usually considered superior to B. The 

untrustworthy character in general of the MSS. has been clearly shown by the 

papyri, most of which present a number of new and better readings, not 

infrequently establishing conjectures. 1625, which is much longer than 457 and 

703 and much older than Hartel’s vellum fragments, is a carefully written 

papyrus, and naturally does not fail to make several improvements upon the 

ordinary text. The chief of these is in § 20, where two of the three families 

have an omission and the third, A, is corrupt. Here the papyrus confirms the 

simpler emendations of Lambinus, another early scholar (probably Scaliger), 

and Wolf against the more elaborate changes proposed by later editors (ll. 81-2). 

A gloss which had found its way into the text of all the MSS. in § 15 can now 

be detected and explained with the help of the scholia (1. 19), and a gloss found 

in B and C, but not in A, in § 24 was absent from 1625 (1. 154, n.). Hamaker’s 
conjecture tepa for yépa in § 18 is confirmed (I. 61), and Cobet’s objection to the 
repetition A€yer. .. prot in § 21 is justified, though by the omission of yai, not 

12) 
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Aéyet, aS he proposed (IJ. 94-5). A passage in § 19, in which the variation 

between present and past participles had caused difficulties, is probably set right 

(ll. 69-70). The other new readings mainly concern the order of words (Il. 3-4, 

58-60, 97-8, 144-5), a lacuna having obscured a variant of some magnitude in 

ll. 135-6. In numerous instances evidence is provided for words which recent 

editors have wished to delete, generally in order to avoid hiatus, about which 

1625 (and probably Aeschines) was not more particular than the MSS. The 

general relation of 1625 to them is very similar to that of most other Aeschines 
papyri. A is on the whole supported more frequently than B and much more 

frequently than C, especially in important points of divergence, there being at 

least 6 agreements with A (or 2 of the 3 MSS. composing it) against 
BC (ll. 24, 77, 81-2, 93, 116, 154 sqq.), I or 2 with AB against C (ll. 78, 

134?), and 3 or 4 with AC against B (Il. 25, 70, 117; cf. Il. 92-3, where 

most of the B group and one member of A are on the wrong side). On the 

other hand 1625 agrees with B against AC in 1. 73, with isolated members of 

B against all the other MSS. in ll. 62 and 131, and with BC against A at least 

5 times (ll. 22 twice, 52, 53, 120, 187?). C thus comes off the worst of the 

three families in relation to 1625, since it gains no support for any of its peculiar 

readings; but when C is in combination with A or B its relationship to 1625 is 

much the same as that of B in combination with A or C, 1625 agreeing with the 
majority in about half the instances in either case, whereas A in combination 

with B or C is confirmed in 6 out of 7, or (if ll. 62 and 131 are included) 

g, instances. 

Coll: (Col. ii.) 

[Tat Tas xELpoTo|y\nTas Pyo|y apxas 14 kal Kowne Ta yevn Evpodmidas Kat 

jamacas evt Trept\\jaB@v ovo\uare 65 Knpukas kat Tovs addovus arravTas|:| Ta 19 

[o vouobeTns Kale mpolcemoy amjacas ~ dw Tous Tplnpapxous umevbuvous et 

[apxas evar als o dnipos yxElpor ove vat kKeAevel 0 vopos|*| oju] ta Kowa dia 

[Kat Tous emiota\ras gniat Twv dn\moor Xelpicavtas ovd amo Tey vpETEpov 

jav epyov ealrw de o | Anpoobe|yns Tpocodwy moAda pev udnpypevous 

[TeLxomrolos ElmiaTa\THS Tov peyt|oToU 7o Bpaxea de xatadevtas emdidovac 

[Tov epyov K\at malv|ras oom diayxerpe [dle packovtas amodidovtas de v 

[over TL T@v TH\s ToAE|wS TAEOY 7H TPL jpely [Ta vpelrepar add opodoyoupe 

[akovTa npeplas: kat ooo\t NauPavov 
; 
[ow nyepovials dikacty\|piwv a. de 

Tov epyov e\mioTaTal Ta\vTEs YE 

[Hoviat xpwvt|at dukaornpitov TL Tov 

|v@s Tas Ta|T\ pxt|as ovclas ets THY Tp ols 

[Upas avndwKor|as piAoTiplav: ov ToL 

75 |vuv povov ot Tpinpapyx ot a\Aa Kat Ta pe 

(ylora Toy ev T\nu*|moAE cuve|dptor 
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is) ou 

55 

1625. 

[Tous kKeNever| Trove ov dtakovety 15 

[@AA apyew Oo|kipacbevtas ev |T\wx 

[Otkaornpiot elretdn Kat at KAnpi@r lac 

lapxae ovk ado|kipac|zjote adda Sokipaco 

[Oecoar apxovor K\ac Aoyov Kat evbv 

(vas eyypaget|y mpos tous [[i.]] Aoyeo 

[tas Kabarep k\at Tas addas apxas 

[KeAever ort Ole adnéllles 2] Aeye Tous vo 

[fous avTous v\uy avayvecerat: 

[ vojt\ot 

jotay Towuy w avdpe|s AOnvator 16 

jas o vopobeTns apxas| ovopacet 

26 lines lost 

Col. ii. 

[plepovra: ev yap Ta\v|rye|T\ne mL oA lec ov 17 
au 

[T@|s Lscee ovonl KaL THALKAUTN|L T\O LE 

yebos ovders eotiy avulmjevOuvos 

T@Y Kl OT@GOUY pos Ta KoLva TpoT 

eAndAuborav: didagw 6 vipjas mpwrov 18 

emt Tov tapadogwy: ovoy Tous lepers 

60 

Kal Tas lepetas vmevOluvous evar o vo 

pros Kedevet’ Kat ovddAnBdny TavTas: 

Kal X@PLS EKATTOUS KATA TMA KaL TOUS : 

Ta tjelpa povoy NapPBavovtas Kar Tas 

evxas Tas UTEP nuwy mpos Tous Oeous 

evxopevous’ Kat ov povoy tdia adda 

iil. Col. 

ovde adda [7roAAa evi de Aoyax Eve 

105 

xupagee o] viopoberns Tas ovoas Tor 

urevdvvey ews [av Aoyov amodwow 

TH TONE vat AAA EaTL TIS avOpwros os 22 

oure eAndey ovdey Tav Onpooiwy I 
P 2 
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80 

co or 

go 

oo 

45 

2IT 

luo Tnv Tov dtklactav €pyxelrac Wn 

ov mpwrov pev| yap Ty\v Bou|Any THY 20 

lev Apetat mayar| € y\ypad|eiv| mpos Tous 

[Aoytaras o vopol|s Ked\eve|t Aoyor 

‘kat evOuvas didovat| Kat Tov €x\€r| cKYOPw 

(Tov Kat Tov| peylotw@y |kuplo|y ayet 

‘vmo tyv uperepay Wngor ovlk alla rei ga 
(voOnoerat n Bovrn n €& Apetoly mayou 

jovde yap matpiov avTots eotiy| ovk a 

[pa piAotipovvtat mavu ye aX ovK ay|\a 

[Twow eav TIS map avTos pn adiKn|c 

|@\A e€av Tis eEapapravne K\oAagou 

jaw ot d€ vuerepor pytopes T\pudo 

(ot madw tnv BovdAnv tous mev|ra 

[Kogvous umevOvvoy memoln|Kev 0 vo 

[poOerns| Kat out|@s Loxupws| amo 21 

[rec Tous umlevOvvors wate evOus ap 

|xo“evos| Tov vopoy A€cyel’ apxny 
2 
umevOuvoy pn atroldn|pet|y @ Hpaxdets 

[urodaBor av tis ort np£a py a\mrodn 

[unow wa ye pn mpocaBwv tH\s ro 

[Aews xpynpata n mpages dpac|por 

‘xpnone madwy vmevOuvov ou|k € 

(at Thy ovatav Kabtepovy ovde ava\On 

[ma avabevat ovde exmrointov| ye 

[vecOar ovde diaberOar Ta eavjrov 

mpopaciovy\ tat pexpt Sevpo etpnobw 

pot: [olte die ovtws nv umevOuvos o An 

poaber|ns oT€ ovTos ELanvEyKE TO 

Wypiicpa apxov pev THY apxny Tnv ? 

emt Tat Oewpikot apxov de THv 
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ovTe avadwk\e mpoondOe Se mpos Tey TEl|xoTowwy ovdetepas Oe TH 

Tl T@VY Koay Kal ToUTOY amropEpeLy Tov apx|@v TouTwv oyov vu ou 

Ilo KeAEvel Aoyloy mpos Tous AoytaoTas 6 evOurias ded@xws TavT On TEL 

kat Tas 0 ye plndev AaBwov pnde ava pacouat [upas didackew ek Tov On 

Awoas amo.olet oyor| THL MT OAEL’ AUTOS 150 poTlwY y\paupaTwY’ Kat fol avayve 

~ -vmoBadnet kale didalox\er 0 vopxos a xpn Ou em Tivos |apxXoVvTOS Kat MoLov pNVOS 

ypapev: KeXe|ver| yap auto 7|\ov70| €y| ypa Kal ev Tivl [nepal KaL Ev TroLat EKKAN 

115 ely ore ovjTe e|NaBlov ovO\ev Tov THS lat exelpo| tovn On Anpoobevns 

Toews [ouTe alvahkwoa avurrevOu Thy apxny [thy emt ToL Bewpiket 

(vjov \dle kat a¢nrntov ka avegeralo| 

Tolv| ovdey eaTiv Tay ev |Tn\L model” o Col. iv. 

~ te 6€ adnOn reyw avT@y axovaaTe 28 lines lost 

120 Toy vopor):| Walt orepavwcat ws Tolvuy Kal THY 27 

~ VOpLot “Tolv TELXoTTOLwWY apxny npxEev of ov 

oTav 7owvy padltlota Opacvyyntac 23.185 Tols To Whpiopa eypaye kar ta Snpo 

Anpooberns rey\@lv ws dia tTHy emido oa [xpnpata dtexerpi¢e Kat emiBo 

ow jovlk ear vaev[Ouvos| exetvo av Nals ereBadrAc Kabarep ot addror 

125 Tet uvmjoBaddAeTe ovjK ouly expny ce: apxjovrTes kat OukacTnpiov nyepo 

wo Anpoobeves caciat Tov| t\@\y oyio 18 lines lost 

Tov Knpuka Knpluléalt To m\a\Tp\Loy Kat 

evvowov knpvypa T\ouTo| Tis Bovde 

TAL KaTnyopev: eaolov ap\pirBynrnoa 

130 got Tov BovAop\evoy Tav| mod urov 

ws ovk emtde|d@Kas add atro| To 

Nov wv Exes ELS THY ToY TELXa\Y 

otkodopltav pikpa kaTeOnkas deka Ta 

Aav7|a els TavTa eK TNS ToAEws ELAN 

135 pos’ pn |apmage tTyv didoTymar . 

~ Aov: pride e£aipov Tov Sikactoy Tas Wn 

gous €k T@v yxeElpoy pnde eumpoober 

T@v vopi\@v adAa VoTEpOsS ToALTEVOU: 

“Tava ya\p opOo. tv Snpoxpatiay: mpos 24 

140 pev ovy Tas KEvas ? mpohacets as ouToL 

3. 0 vopoberns, which must have stood in the lacuna, was bracketed by Weidner 
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and Blass. Whether 1625 had zpo[cewov with most MSS. and edd., or mpo{ecrwv with dng, is 
uncertain. Cf. § 17, where BC have zpocemeiv, A rightly mpoeureiv, 

3-4. anlacas | |apxas: dpxas dndoas MSS. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of 
the MSS. is due to the influence of dpyas dmdoas in ll. 1-2. 

6-7. [AnpooGelyns was bracketed by Schanz and Blass, while after recyorows Halm 
inserted dv, for which there is not room here. 

8. malv|rals : SO most MSS. and edd. ; but za{y|re{s could be read with e. 
18. «ac evduj|vas was bracketed by Dobree and Blass. 
1g. mpos tous [[i.]] Noya[ras : mpos Tov ypapparéa Kai rods Noyords MSS.; cf. Schol. B (on 

the margin of a printed book; source unknown) ypapparéa Neyer Toy etwOdra ev TH KoWH Ta Tov 

Symov ypdppara dvaywooxew, and Schol. gm Vat. Laur. Aoyoris éxdorns pudijs eis. ypapparea de 
écaorou eiyov, Neyer ody viv Tov Tav NoyoT@v. adas* Gpxovres Hoav Seka rpnpevor Kadovpevor 

Noyorai... The omission of rv ypapparéa kat in 1625 brings this passage into line with 
ll. 79-80 ylypap|ew] mpos Tous [Aoyeoras and 109-10 arropepetv| keNevet oy[ov mpos Tos Noy.oras, 

where the MSS. equally ignore the ypaypare’s. The scholia do not really support the 
longer reading. The logistae no doubt had ypappareis, but the order of the words and the 
use of the singular ypayparea show that these are not meant here, while the explanation of 
Schol. B is not at all convincing, for the ypazparevs who read the laws, &c., in the assembly 
was quite a different kind of official from the Aoyerai, and not likely to have been specially 
concerned with et@dva. A comparison of |, 22 dvayyocerar (sc. 6 ypapparets) with § 124, 
where most MSS. have dvayvécerar iptv 6 ypapparevs (dvayvobs Blass with e), indicates that 
Schol. B has been misplaced, and really refers to 1. 22, while rév ypayparéa kai in the MSS. 
at |. rg is a corruption arising out of this very scholium or one like it owing to a mistaken 
idea that tov ypapparea occurred in the text about this point, the accusative case suggesting 
l. 19 as a suitable point for the insertion of the words with kai to restore the construction. 
With regard to the deletion before Noyras there were, as the scholium states, ro of these 
officials; but it is unlikely that a second-century scribe would place a diaeresis instead of a 
stroke above «(which is fairly certain), if it meant ro, and he seems to have written or begun to 
write another letter after i, though it is not clear how much ink belongs to a stroke of deletion. 

21. xedevet, which must have stood here, is deleted by several editors, but not by 
Blass. 

ann : of the supposed y above the line only a vertical stroke remains, and the cor- 
rection may be due to the first hand: the nature of the original reading is still more 
doubtful. 

22. avtous v)uv: so BC; tpiv avrovs A, Blass. 

avayvooera: SO BC, Blass; dvayvare A. Chel proemn: 

23. voulov: so most MSS. and edd.; véuos a; om. ep Vat.' 
24. avdpels: so A, Blass; om. BC, 
25. as o vouoberns apxas| ovouager | [ovror: so AC, Blass ; 6 per vopod. dpxas dvopagy obrot 

éé B, Schultz. 
52. ev: ev kl. 
5,3. apxaiat: so MSS. ; apxaia (7’) Blass, to avoid hiatus. 
Ty AtxauTn| ¢ : so BC, Blass; roaavrn A. 

55. kar: om. Ip Vat. pos: eis p. 
57. ov: ois p. itepets: SO MSS.; tepéas edd. 
58-9. 0 vopos KeAever: KeA. 6 VOL, MSS. Cf. ll. 66-7, n. 

59. mavtas: dmavras MSS. 
60. kav rovs: om. kai MSS. 
61. ijelpa: so Hamaker ; yépa MSS., Blass. The top of the « is lost, but one of the 

two dots is visible. iepa is no doubt right, the point being that priests got no public money. 
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The confusion was easy ; cf. the spellings Ieyy and Teun for the same Oxyrhynchite village 
(1285. 98 and 1444. 34) and ecyepoy for tepov in P. Weil vi. 6. 

povov: so most MSS., Blass; ova ag- Vat., Laur. 
62. tas: om. MSS. nov: so a; vtper the rest, Blass. 
64. ta: so most MSS., Blass; xara hm yp. 
65-6. maw: Kal maw q. 

66-7. cia KeAever: Keever eivar p Vat. Cf. ll. 58-9, n. 

67-8. diaxepioavras: the last a is corr. from «. dcayetpi{ovras some edd., but cf. 
ll. 69-70, n. 

69. mpotodey was bracketed by Bake and Blass. 
69-70. ubnpnuevous .. . katrabevtas: watpoupévous .. . karabevras AC; idatpoupevors .. . 

xarariOevras B, Blass. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of B is an emendation of 
that of AC, which is a corruption of the papyrus text. 

70-1. endiova [dJe: so MSS.; 088 emdiddvar pev Blass. 

73- tas ma\7[parjas: so B, Blass; for rods tas war. (AC, except d) there is not room. 
77. du\acrwv: so kl; dtkacrnpioy the rest, Blass. 
78. znv: so AB, Blass; om. C. 
81. ddovar, which must have stood here, was deleted by Cobet, but not by Blass. 

81-2. kau Tov .ex{ec| oxvO pol roy Kat Tov | peyloTo@v [kupio|y ayet: SO Orelli, Baiter and 

Sauppe, Simcox (rdv... oxvépmmov Lambinus and marg. Bern.; dye Wolf); x. trav exei 
oxvOporar kK, T. hey. KUptov dyew B; om. AC; x. rH ek. cKVOpwrdy.. . Kupiay dyer Wolf, Reiske, 
Bekker, and, with dyev instead of dye to avoid hiatus, Blass; cf. int. ‘There is not room for 
[xvpaly in]. 82, even if rov in 1. 81 did not require [xuproly. 

84. 7 Bovdn ny e& Apetoly zayov was bracketed by Blass to avoid hiatus. 
92-3. ama|rer ros ee so Cahkl Vat. yp., edd.  dmairei rots trevOivous egmnp 

Laur. Vat. 
93. evdus: so A, Blass; etdéws BC. 
94. Neyer: this was deleted by Cobet, the MSS. having after imev@vvoy in 1. 95 dyoi, 

which was clearly omitted in 1625 and is not necessary. 
apxnv: this was deleted by Hamaker, while Dobree preferred dpyjs. 
97-8. The MSS. have zpodaBav xpjpata tis médews 7) pages, from which 16265 clearly 

varied in regard to the position of ris méAews and xpypata, and possibly by the insertion of ra 
after mpodaBav. 

103-4. eve|xupace|e: so B; eveyupuiter A; évexerpager or -piger C. 

104. 0] r[opoberns tas ovotas tov: SO A; Tas ovcias 6 vopobérns tas Tov BC, Blass ; om. 

6 vopoberns Cobet.  rlas ovevas can be read in place of o] »[opoderys, but the insertion of ras 
before t#v would make the line too long, while the omission of o vopoberns would leave it too 
short, so that A’s reading is the most probable, especially since 1625 shows no tendency to 
avoid hiatus. 

105. The supplement is rather short, and perhaps 1625 had dmodibwow with c; 
d7odaor most MSS., Blass ; axodecy hq Bern., arodoe Vat. Laur. 

113-14. 0 vopos a xpy| ypapew was bracketed by Hamaker and Blass. 
116. avurrevOu[y ov : so A; avevévvoy BC, Blass. 

117. a¢ytnrov Kar aveéerala|rolv): so AC, Blass; dve&. kai agyr. B. 
120, tov vonwy: so BC, Blass; ray ev rH wode A. 
121. voor: so most MSS.; vopos 1; om. agp Vat. 
124-5. avrw[t: so most MSS. ; at7d glm; om. Blass on account of hiatus. 
127. knpuKa: kUptoy &. 
131. emde|S@xas: SO g; anéSwxas GQ; éxéS@xas the rest, Blass. azo, which must have 

stood in the lacuna, is omitted by ek. 
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132. exe(s: so MSS., Blass ; eyes (Bake) is inadmissible. 
134. €ts ravra ek Ts modews is restored from most MSS., but C omits «’s and el have 

moniteias for m6Aews, While Blass omits ex, and Bekker reads ek rav ris. The length of the 
lacuna favours the presence of both es and ex, but not ry as well. 

P35 —Ovmeucyayelel |\ov : aand p are the only alternatives to A, and the lacuna may be 2 or 
3 letters shorter than as printed, but hardly any longer. The MSS. have nothing between 
Xormiay and pnde. An imperative either preceded by py or governing dpragew (instead of 
dpmate) seems most likely, but €|Aod is not satisfactory. 

140. Whether 1625 had xowas with the MSS. or xevas, the generally accepted correction 
of Stephanus, is uncertain. 

144-5. Ty apyny thy ?] | ene role Oewpixar: tiv emi ro 6. apxyv (MSS., except h emi ray 

Gewptxav) does not suit. ty» before apyny can be omitted from the restoration, but cf. 1]. 154. 
Blass proposed emi 76 Gewprxdv in both places, comparing § 25 and avoiding hiatus in |. 145 ; 
most MSS. in ]. 154 have rév 6ewpixav (which may of course have been the reading of 1625 
in both places), but cdq have 7@ dewpixd. 

146. de is omitted by df, r» by Ap Vat., and it is not certain that both these words 
should be restored. 

153. The restoration is rather short, containing only 16 letters compared with 21 in 
the two lines above (I. 154 may be short for special reasons; cf. n.); and o may be 
inserted before Anpoo@evns. The loss of it would be easy owing to the hiatus. 

154. After rar Gewpixar (Or tov Gewpixoy ; cf. ll. 144-5, n.) BC proceed 6ért pecodyra rip 
apxny ypaev adtov atepavoiv avayivacke (dvaywaookere some MSS.) diaroyropos rev puepar. 

(dad. 7. yp. om, B), while of the A group e has only Wy¢icpa (so Blass) and kl omit the 
title as well as the preceding sentence. 6m. . . dvayivwoxe was deleted by Bekker and 
subsequent editors as a gloss, but some retain d:adoyopds trav jpepay as the title. Allow- 
ing for a title at the top of Col. iv corresponding to |. 121, there is certainly not room 
for more than 27 lines of continuous text, and there may have been only 26, so that 
it is practically certain that the gloss was omitted by 1625, as in A. 

187. The papyrus may have had xaOamep kat o addot with C, but is unlikely to have 
omitted adAo with A. 
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(I = the papyrus in question.) 

I. NEW THEOLOGICAL FRAGMENTS. 

"ABeA 1600. 22. 
ayyedos 1603. 12. 
ayew 1600. 57- 

aywos (1601. 4.| 
adedpos 1600. 22?; 1602. 29. 

a@eparevtos 1603. 21. | \ 

aideioOa 1603. 17. | 
aipa 1600. 38. 

aiwvios 1602. 20. 

dkovew 1602. 1. 
dda 1600. 16. 

dos |1600. 31. | 
@opvror 1602. 9, 15. 

av 1602. 31. 

dvaBaivew 1601. [2], 8. , 
avadys 1608. 15. 

avatpew 1602. 24-5. 

avapiOunros 1601. 11. 

avépiataros 1603. 4. { 

dvev [1601. 9.| 
avnp 1601. 24. 

avopia 1602. 
avopos 1602. 

dvootwtepos 1602. 8. 

avrt 1601. 34. 

avrtécxos 1601. 13. 

avvdpos 1602. 17. 
av6 1602. 5. 
aroBhérew 1600. 17, 21, 
avo\\tvac 1601. 19. 

aroteuvew 1603. IT. 

aro\eca [1601. Boll 

*Apad (adap Il) 1602. 9. 

apOpnds 1601. 9. 
apviov 1600. 56. 
aripatew 1608. 14? 
aitos 1601. [8], IQ, 24; 

1602. 5, ef sacp.; [1608. 

19. | 

On 27° 

2 
<: 

6 
i 

33° 

| yun 1601. 29; 1603. 1, 

| dads 1608. 

eiv 1600. 

aguoravac 1602. 5, 25- 

Baovets 1602. 8. 

Bov\eoOa 1600. 19. 

yap 1600. 12, [4]; 1601. 

4, 11; 1602. 6; 1603. 

15. 

y7 1601. 3; 1602. 13, 37. 
ywookew 1600. 21. 

ypapew 1601. 32. 
ypapn [1600. 39-| 

et 

Saep. 

Aaveid [1600. 48. | 

8€ 1600. 6; 1601. [12], 20, | 
| ent 1601. 3, 24-5, 30; 1602. 27; 1603. 11, 19. 

Secpevery 1603. 9. 
6 1600. 4. 
dnAovry 1600. 7? ; 1601. 21. 
dua 1600. 6, 18, 22?, 39; 

16038. 2, ef saep. 
| dtaBodos 1601. 14. 
Oovac 1602. 11. 

dikatos 1601. 26. 

20. 

dtoxey 1608. 5. 

ddots 1600. 19? 

dvvapus 1602. 39. 

16; 

1603. 19. 
éavrou 1602. 36. 

eyo 1601. 23, 
[1600. 8; 
1602. 20, 36. 

edapicey 1608. 6. 

| €Ovuixos 1601. 34. 

Ovos 1601. [2], 6, [ 12], 33- 
<i 1600. 10. 
eivat {1600. 2h 

1602. 7, 37. 
eis 1600. 17, 22-34, [475 

56]. 
ex, e£ 1600. 3, 5; 1601. 33; 

1602. 2, 6, 12. 

1601. 7]; 

| éxxAnoia 1601. 33. 
exneprrew 1602. Ig. 
exriBevac 1600. 20. 
éumpoobev 1600. 44. 
év 1600. [8], 34; 1601. 21, 

26; 1602. 16; 1603. 9. 
e€ovcia 1601. 6. 

erayyeAhew 1602. 13. 

eve’ 1602. 10. 

18, 39. 
emup( ) 1601. 33. 

epewv [1603. 1 I.| 
épnuos 1602. 16. 

éxyatos 1602. 39. 

ért 1602. 11. 

evdoxia 1602. 34- 

éxew 1608. 19. 

| os 1602. 31. 

civ 1602. 26. 
Grew 1601. 15. 

(wn 1600. | 43], 48. 

*HAci 1603. 6. 

npepa [1600. 46. | 

| ’Hoatas [1600. 34. | 

1601. nN 6cds 1600. 18; 

1602. 3, 10. 



218 

Opnvetv 1601. 23 23) 

Opnvevew 1601. 28. 

of Of 
25, 27+ 

iepevs 1603. 6, 16. 

‘Incovs 1602. 21, 35- 

‘Iopand 1602. 3. 

ioxupés 1601. [3], 8. 

icxvs 1602. 12. 

‘Iwavyns 1608. 11. 

"Iwonp 1600. 26 ; 1608. 9. 

kabjaOa | 1601. 30. | 

kawos 1600. 10, 12, 15, I 
. katpos 1602. 40. 
kax.otos 1608. 18. 

kaxov 1608. 20. 

kakxovabew 1602. 23. 

Kak@s [1600. 32. | 

kaprros 1602. 12. 

kata 1600; 14, 16; 

TI ; 1602. 21, 26. 

xataBa\\ew 1608. 12. 

katarivey 1601. I5- 

kepavvety 1601. 18. 

knpvaoew 1602. 20. 

kAnpovopia 1602. 28. 

kAnpos 1602. 22. 

kéapos [1601. 6. | 

kpenavyuva 1600. 44. 

xuptos 1600. [5], 

io) 

13, 

20, 33. 
kupovv 1602. 32. 

AapBavew 1602. 22, 
Aads 1602. 24. 

35: 

Neyer 1600. 49; 1601. 11, 

25, 20. 
Aevizns 1608. 16. 

Aewv 1601. 13. 

NoyiterOa 1600. 58. 

Adyos 1602. 38. 

paxpds 1600. 3, 5- 
nev 1600. 14, [41]; 1601. 

aie 
pevew 1602. 30-1. 

peptopds 1602. 22. 

perd 1601. 22; 1602. 9, 16. 

pexpe 1602. 3. 

1601. 

20, 
40; [1601. 3]; 1602. 4, 

INDICES 

pn 1601. 30, 34. 

puotnprov 1600. 13, 20, 40. 
Mavons 1600. 28, 42; 1601. 

22 32. 

ynoreve 1601. 28. 

vuntns 1602. 30. 
vouicew 1600. II. 

vopos 1600. 15. 
vovs 1601. 2. 
vov 1602. 209. 
vvé 1600. 46. 

Evpetv 1608. 5. 

odovs 1601. 13. 

opoiws 1600. 24-32. 

ordov 1602. 34. 
opav 1600. 18, 43. 
és 1601. 10, 25; 1602. 4. 

éaos 1602. 16. 

oo7ep 1601. 21. 

éotts 1602. 21. 

ére 1594. 15; 1600. 1; 

16015 [23713 28s [Bell; 
31-2; 1602. 39. 

ov, ovk 1600. 47; 1602. 5; 

1603. 16, 17. ov pn 1601. 
30. ovx om. 1594. 15. 

ovdeis 1603. 15. 

ovpaves 1603. 7. 
Ovpws 1603. 1? 
ovros 1601. 6, 11-12, 22, 34; 

1602. 138. 

otra(s) 1600. rs 1602. 37- 

opOadpos 1600. 45- 

mdOos 1600. 5. 
madaws 1600. 10, 12, 14. 

may 1601. 8. 

mavron|aéns? 1608. 10. 
mapaBaats 1603. 3. 
mapayewv (1608. 3. | 
mapadapBavey 1602. 38. 
mapexe 1602. 18. 

mas 1608. 13-14, 17-18. 
macxew 1600. 32. 
natacoew 1600. 36. 
mept 1600. 38. 

Tepurarety [1601. T4.| 

mrepitiOevat 1601, 20. 

mumpackew 1600. 27. 

marevey 1600. 47. 

miotis 1600. 2. 
mAovros 1608. 19. 
mvevpa 1602. 23, 26, 39. 

mvevuartixos 1601. 7. 

ToAvS [1600. 37] 

movnpta 1608. 19. 
movnpos 1603. 18. 

mopvevev 1601. 29, 30. 
mooaxs 1602. 1. 
mpoBarov 1600. 35. 

mpos 1600. 3?; 1601. 23; 

1602. 4, 10, 33; 1603. 3. 
| mpooe\evors 1602. 32. 
mpodnreve 1600. 42. 

mpoprtns 1602. 19; 

I7. 
mpodnrixos 1600. 39. 
mpatov 1601. 31. 

1603. 

pirrew 1601. 18. 
prvecOa 1602. 3. 

oaxkos 1601. 24. 

| Sap ov [1603. 4. | 

| onpnepov 1600. 7. 

Dodopaoy 1603. 3. 

coperatos [1603. 2. | 

orpatiamns 1602. 1. 
ov. tpets 1600. 43, 45, 483 

1601. 14; [1603. rr.; 
atppuros 1602. 33. 

auvepyew 1608. 20. 

opayn [1600. 56. | 

opagew 1600. 35. 
opad\ew 1602. 27. 
catev 1600. 37; 1602. 6. 

ra&is 1602. 21. 

tanewoppocvyn 1599. 42. 

terecouv 1600. 8 ? 

reraptos 1601. 10. 

tpew 1602. 4, It. 

zysav 1608. 16. 

tis 16038. 11. 

towvy 1600. 19. 

ruyxave 1600. 8; 1601. 9. 
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tiros 1600. 6, 17. 
tupdovv 1603. 5. 

vids 1601. 5; 16038. 6. 
irep 1602. 36. 

trod 1602. 24. 

Uropevery 1602. 31. 

trordooe 1602. 14. 

pava 1601. 4. 

If. 

Papaw 1602. 6. 
etdeoOar 16038. 15? 

| hovevew 1600. 23; 1603. 14. 
prev 1602. 36. 

| @udaky 16038. 9. 

Xavavaio: 1602. 14. 
xapts 1600. 1, 16. 

xeip 1602. 2, 6. 
Xpiotés 1602. 1, 21, 23, 35: 

| 
| 
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Wuxn 1601. 4, 5. 

“Oy 1602. 8. 

| os 1600. | 34], 56; 1601. 34; 
1602. 37. 

‘Qone 1601, 20. 

] . d¢ew 1600. 25. 

NEW CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS. 

(a) 1604 (PINDAR, Dithyrambs). 

(Large Roman numerals refer to the different poems ; sch. = scholium.) 

“ABas I. 9g. 
yew [I. 28 ?| 

ayeha Jil 23- 

ayvoew I. 6; sch. 

dyporepos I]. 21? 
defew I. 14. 
aiyis II. 17. 
aidépevos II. ro. 
axvaunret III, 12. 

axovew II. 209. 

adada II. 13. 

adkaes I. 17. 

G\pa I, 16, 

dprvew II, 15. 
avaké ie 3- 

avOpwros II. [3], 30. 

auordava II. 25. 
av(7i tov) III. 7 sch. 
dvristpopy 1. 20 sch. 

ano I. 1; 

"Apyos ie 7- 

“Appovia II. 27. 
“Apreus II. 19. 
doracias I, 31? 
avtos I. 6 sch. 
avyny III. 14. 

Bakxtos IDG, xr. 

Brooxew I, 19. 

| Bpwapparos Il, 26. 
| Bpoueas I. 11. 

Bpopwos II. 6, [ 21 |. 
Bporés I, 15. 

| yapera I], 27. 
| yap te 15. 

| yeirov III. ro. 
yeved [II. 30. | 

Topydves I. 5. 

Aava| lenis 

das II. rr. 
6é I. 6 and sch., 15 ; 

10, 12, 15, 19, 22—3, 29. 
6y III. 9? 

dcarreravvvcba II. 4. 

&:OvpapBos II. 2. 

| Avopvoraxdy I, 10 sch. 

Atéyvoos II. 31. 
dio( ~—+): I. 6 sch. 
Sdpos I. 8. 
Spaxep II. 18. 

é I. 6 and sch. 
éyxos II. 17. 
eyo II. 23. 

| etdéva IT. 5. 

eivac I. 6 sch. 

| ets I. 6 sch. 

Il. [4], 

‘EAdas II. 25. 
Evelina yi) ley Sy LOM U2 EzO. 
évOa II, 27. 

*Evuaduos II. 16. 
éds I. 20 and sch., 34. 
e& I. 20 sch. 
e€aiperos I]. 23. 

ext I. 23 sch. 
emtSoparis III. 13 sch. 
éxipaxos I, 23 sch. 

éros II. 24. 

patos I, 8. 
eptySoumos IT. 12. 
épxos I. 16. 
épmew IT. 1. 
épxeoOa II]. 9, 25 ? 

éxc I. 14. 
evapmvé I. 13. 

evdaipov I. 11, 
evdokos IT. 30. 

evxeoOa I. 15; Il. 26. 

Cevyyivac I. 8 ; II. 20. 

Zeus II. 7, 29. 

7 II title. 
“Hpaxdjjs IL title. 

npwos III. 19? 

Oados I, 14. 
Oavaros I, 36- 
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enBa [II. 26. ] 

OnBaian II title. 

Onp II. 22. 
Ootva I. 11. 

Opacvs II title. 

ievac (‘go’) IT. 19. 
ipds [IT. 4.] 
iorava II. 8. 

Kddpos I]. 28. 
felt Mo WS WG 3}, #5 B25 JOR 

1G0E, ii, 
kadXtxopos IT, 25 ? 
xapv& II, 24. 

catapyew IT. 8. 

xedvos II. 28? 
xev I. [34] and sch. 
KEepavvos 100 15. 

KépBepos II title. 

kexAadevac IT. ro. 

knew IT. 22. 

KiBdados [ IT. 3. } 
cweiv I]. 16. 

kiaowos IIT. 7. 
kdayya II. 18. 

kddvos II. 14. 
kopy I. 17 sch. 
Kopupa I. 12. 

Koupn ine 17.] 

kpenavviva IIT, 12. 

kporana II. 10. 

kporagos IIT. 8. 

xvavoxirwy III. 5. 

kukdos II. 4. 

Kuxdoy I. 6, 10 sch. 

Aayxdvew [ II. 28 2} 
Aeyew I. 2, 15, 23 sch. 
NeiBerOa I. 4. 
New IT. 21. 

pavia II. 13. 

parnp II. 9, 32. 

peyapa IT. 8. 

peyas I. 7; II. 9. 
pedas I. 16. 

perce IIT. 6. 

pev IE [1], 8; III. 3- 

peeraypapew I. 6 sch. 

INDICES 

Moioa II. 25. 
pupios II. 18. 

Moiwa I. 14. 

Naiades II. 12. 
vaiew I, 35. 

veos II. 5: 

vv I. 16. 
voy [II. 4.1 

EavOds II. 11. 
€eviterOa I. 10 sch. 

6 I. [10] and sch., 34 sch. ; 
UIs By se, [Ol BAD 

6 I. 6 sch. 
oiord\os II, 1g and schol. 
oios IT. 6. 
oABos II. 262 

ouda II. 29. 
opyn II. 20. 

opweoba II. 13. 

Otvparida II. 7. 
otros I. 6 sch. 

ovTws I, 6 sch. 

ogus II. 18 sch. 

mayKparns ie 15. 

Taddas II. 17. 

map II. 9. apa II. 7, [30]. 
TraTnp I, 5, 17- 

mere III. 15. 

repusoos I. 34 sch. 

I. 20 sch. 
néranov III. rg. 

wevky Il. 11. 
metros III. 7 sch.? 
moxos III. 7. 
mods. odea III. 9. 

I, Gy 
movos III. 16. 
more II. 27. 
mous III. 4. 
mpantdes II. 28. 

mpenew I. IT. 
mp II. 1. 

mpooayew I. 20 sch.? 

apetaus III. ro. 
nronis I. 6. Cf. adres. 

mvan II. 4. 

TrEpLa Tas 

mTOALS 

mip II. 16. 

piupa II. 19. 

(6t)avyny IL. 13. 
popBos II. g. 

pvecOa IIT. 14. 

cay II. 3. 

aeuvos II. 8. 

oxarrop II, 7. 
oxéredos III. 10. 
aodoxiopds I. 6 sch. 

oopds II. 24. 
araors III. 3. 

arepavos III. 7. 

oToN| WG Bri, 

ordpa [II. 3.] 
atovaxa I]. 12. 

otpatia IIT. rr. 
ov. Uppe [I. 15; | 

avyyovos I. 17. 
ovv II. 14. 

oXOLWoTEVT/s [I. 1. | 

rauias If. 23. 
ae Ma ne) Gg Wie |e], HO, 23, 

[16], 17, [26]; ILI. ro, 
12-13, 17. 

Tere aul 33). LieOrs LUG: 

reds III. 6. 

rideva I. 13. 
tikrew II. 30. 

tu {ptmava IT. 9. 

ord IT. rr. 
dwavynv IL. 13. 
tyros II. 28. 

papa II. 27. 

pevyew I. 16. 
pboyyageoOa II. 18. 

piros III. 9. 

Pépkos I. 17. 

porov II. 21; ILI. 18 

xappa III. 13. 

xopevew II. 22. 

xopos III. 16. 

as I. 6 sch. 
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(4) OTHER CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS, 

(1600 zs ¢o be supplied before the figures in thick type. The extant portion 
of 1608 zs not indexed, except the proper names.) 

ayabés 5. 48. 

*Ayapnotop 13. 2. 

dyavaxtew 6. 507, 543- 
dyvds 11. 163. 
dyovos 11. 95. 
dyopa [11. 73-] 
aderpn 7. 283. 
dedPidovs 10. 86. 
dderpés 6. 7, [161]; 10. 143? 
adixety 6. 115, I17- 

adikas 6. 429. 
advvatos 7. 59. 
abavacia 12. 31. 
*A@nvaiae 6. 176; 10. 73, 201; 12. 27. 
“Adns 11. 271. 

aipelv 10. 45, 75, 267? 
Aiomidns 18. 7. 

Aioxvados 18. 3. 
airvacOa 11. 225. 

axoytiov 11, 72. 
dkovew 5. 46; 6. 129, 136, 143, 147, 379, 

AQO rN 2 5OGn Oerls: 
*Axouvaidaos 11. 52. 

‘ dxpémoNs. Tlept ax. 11, 103. 
ddyndov 11. 247? 
ad7nOas 11. 43. 
aXioxesOa 10. 106; 11. 67. 
*AAkiBiadys 8. 50. 

’AAkpeov (a) LV S705 (2) 13. 5. 

@Ad 6. 83, [233], 245, 502, 7055 7. 44, | 
126, [161], 164; 8.36; 9.11; 10, 163; | 
1 TGye ges aye 

@dos 6. 223, 259, 535; 11. 60. 
aAXbrpios 6. 179. 
dua 6. 352; 10. [123], 125. 
dpaptravew 6. 544. 

duaprnna 6. 180. 

apapr| 8. 81. 
apouoos 8. Q, 14. 

audurPnrew 6. 547, 604. 

apporepos 7. 115. 

av 6. [114], 118, 123, [234], 235, 260, 504, 
530; 7. 40, 63, 228; 8. 37, (48); 9. 18; 
10. 242?5; 11. 240; 12. 10, 24, 26. 

av = eav 6. 340? 

avayew 5. 34. 

dvaykagew 6. 254, 353- 
| davayxaios 8. 8, 12; 10. 4. 
avaykn 6. 181, 293, 295, 482. 
dvaypap|ew 11. 105. 
avaisxurros 6. 736. 

avakdaots 9. IT. 

avaxowovaba 10. 128. 
dvadapBavew 7. 87. 

dvapiprynokew (avapynpeoKery TT) 6. 178, 
*Avdoyeros 7. 218. 
dvew 11, 127. 

adynp 6. 98?, 9353 10. 75, 268?; 11. 62. 
& dvb, dikacrai 6. 77, 114, 220, 368, 377, 
859; 7. 221. avdpac 6. 330. 

aOporos 6. 225; 7.16, 42, 195; 8. 8, 29, 
Ziel O4t Lae 00: 

auevar 12. 28? 
avéntos 6. 357+ 

avoa 8. 41. 

avopws 6. 159. 

avrexeoOar 7. 172. 
avri 6. 1713 11. 29? 
avridtkos 6. 133. 

| avrumparrew ‘7. QO. 

dvobev 11. 81, 

| a&wos 6. 659. 
afioty 6. 11, 78, 320, 326; 7. 193; 10. 24; 

Il. 46. 
amare 6. 264. 

draitnots 6, 273. 
dmewew 11. 77. 

ameva 9. 18. 

ané 5. 35; 9.193 10. 94. 
droyyyyackew 8. 29. 

arrodekvuvat 6. 533- 
arodney 7. 285. 

arodiddvar 6. 14, 31-2, 46-7, 370, 381-2. 

avobynoxew 10, 104; 11. 83. 
arokicew 10. 59. 

aro 11. gt. 

| amoxnputrew 8. 39. 

aroxouiter Oar 11, 222? 
droxteivery 6. 9 ; 11. 228. 

aro\apavew 6. 217. 
dmrohéeyew J. 28, 58? 
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*Arro\Nddapos 8B. 34. 

aro\hiva 6, 83. 
drodoyetaOa 8, 36. 

arodoyia 8. 28. 
arovew 11. 54. 

dropia 6. 317; 10. 109. 
dzoppon 9. 18. 
anootepev 6. 117, 162, 253, 508, 949. 
aropéperbar 6. 12? 
arownpiterOa 6. 227. 
ampatos 6. 41. 

ampenns 7. 180. 

*Apyetos 11. 52. 

dpytprov 6. 264, 283, 296, 341, 345. 
apiora 6, 210; Ll. 231? 

*A( proto 2 |Snuos 11. 223. 
*Apworoparns 11. 174. 
"Apippor 138. 1. 
*Apkrivos 11. 148? 

’Apragepéns 10. 122. 

apxaios 12. 38. 
apxew 11. 84. 
apxn 11. 122; 12. 12. 

doeBew 12. 23, 25? 
acbevas 7. 82. 
*Acia 8. 99. 
aomis 6. 20, 66. 

*Acon| 11. 247. 
arexvos 11. go. 
armacew 10. 20. 
arpwros 11, 62. 
airés 6. 8, 85, 90, 148, 169, 182, 191, 202, 

227, 232, [268], [272], 294-5, 299, 326, 

379, 503%, 532; 534, 536; 7. 20, 26, 61, 
99, 103, 192, 206, 394; 8. 79, 82; 10. | 
9, 74, 85, 96, 100, 116 ?, 123; 11. 59, 61, 

65, 76, 79, 128, 149; 12. 13, 23, 27. 
avrov 10. 49? 
apatpety 6. 10; 12. 30. 

apavigfew 6. 32. 
adpnyetoOa 11. 161. 
adurmos 8. 11, 15. 
adpwv 6. 360. 
*Axapvets 6. 89. 

“Awavipos 18. 11. 
aWumayxia 7. 26. 

Baxyac 11, 35. 
BapBapixés 10, 72. 

Baowreia 10. 124; 11. 40. 

INDICES 

Baowevew 11. 44. 
Baoidets 10. 51, 87, 132; 11. 50, 69. 
BeBatos (BeBaodv ?) 6. 493, 602. 
BeAtioy 6. 132, 141, 148, 204. 

Bia 6. 227. 

Bios 6. 353. 

Bopews 11. 123, 126. 
BovrAecOar 6. 138, 441; 10. 33, 125°; 12. 

LO; 22. 
| Bovdever Oa 6. 498 ? 

Bods, 6 6. 336. 
Bpaxvs 10. 135. 
Bu¢ayrioy 10. 41. 

yop G.917, 119, 1225052) Thy og ,2d2, 

329, 538, 553,595; 7-19, 42, 63, 73, 98, 
Wis Hews Bees {sh wily Veh G8 fh eG 
[10. 507]; 11. 46, [51], 55, 58, 84, 166, 
239, 389; 12. 12, 28, 35. 

ye 7. 59, 1623; 8. 42, 100?; 11. 190. 
Te(ras) 5. 35 marg. 
yepupa 10. 11? 

yi 6. 43; 11. 81. 
ylyverOa 6.[156]|, 205, 262, 359, 378; 7-25, 

63; 8. 2?, 10; 10. 30, 96; 11. 69, go. 
ytyvookew 6. 535; 8. 82. 

yovets 8. 2, 5, 45, 50. 
yurn 11. 146. 

Sapaourmos 11. 164. 
| OaveiferPa 6. 320, 327, 444. 

| 6¢ 6. [7], 13, 41, 47, 85, 116, 143, 155, 
[163], 175, 181, 186, 189, [216], 224, 
246, 251-2, 255, 257, 261, 266, 295, 319, 

324-5, 336, 494, 505, 558; 7. [72], 80, 
84, 186, 288, 4553; 8. 7, 34, 37, 49) 573 
9. 9,14, 31-2, [34], 373 10. 8, [x2], 16, 

[32], 38, 70, 74, 106, 125, [237], 249?; 
ll. 34-5, 56, 75, 86, 92, 107, 109, 111, 

127-8, 137, 151, [175], 213, 215, 223, 

QO, 32, 2p, Bio, wekey3 INR ot) 1, 

18, 30. 
dedims 10. 126? 

dew 6. 249, 361; ['7. 100]; 9. 14; 12. 17. 
Sewos 6. 113°, 422? 
detoOa 6. 143, 219, 318, 335- 
AexeXera 6B. 186. 

déarmowa [ 7. 102. | 

devrepos 11. 39, (figure) 329. 
67s) si LOZ SA Osa Ow LO. 
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dndos 6. 152, 193, 803; Ll. 32. 

Sndovv 7. 24. 
Anpntnp 12. 25. 

Anpoxptros 9. 16. 

Ojos [6. 21 7.] 

dud 6. 56 ?, 203, 239; 8.28; 10. [16 ?], 21, | 
108; 11. 86, 88, 96. 

draBadrAcobar 8. 51 ? 

diaBorn 7. 211. 
duayavaxreiy 6. 84. 

buaryer Oa 6. 559- 

Scaxeiobar 7. 82. 

diaxdovi 5. 32; 10. 66. 
Scaréyeor Oar 7. 97. 
diadvew 6B. 333, 500; 11. 128. 
dcavropetv 11. 166. 
StamparrerOa 8. 25. | 

Stappydny 7. 128. 
dcatedcty 10. 93. 
GiariOévar 6. 242° 

diaheperOa 7. 23, 62, 100. 

diapbeipey 7. 194; 10. 73. 

Siaopa 6. 262; 8. 42. 
diddvae 5. 37; 6. 25°, 228, 248, 252, 271, 

273, 474; 7. 107°; 10. 213. 

didvpos 11. 92. 
Sexagew 6. 17, 254, 871; 7. 159. 
Sixavos 6. 553?  Stxatdraros 10. 28 ? 

6. 118, 506, 536. 
dexarl 6. 416, 495. 

SixaorHpiov 11. 226. 

dukacrns 6. 77, I14, 221, 369, 378, 384, 
859; 7. 222. 

dikn 6. 103 ?, 184, 248. 
Avoviota 6. 330. 

Swoputrew 7. 14, 23, 39, 40, 92. 

Aww£urmos ‘7. 285. 

Soxety 6. 144, 479?, 510; 8. 7, 13; 9.9. 
Sodixos 10. 134? 
d0£a 12. 31. 

Sdpv 11. 41, 45, 48, 84. 
Spaynn 6. 23, 167, 332; (symbol) 9. 31, 

[37-8]. 
Svew 6. 250, 355- 
dvvayis 6. 348. 
dvvacba 6. 16, 34, 5383; Il. 51, 85. 
bvo0 6. 169, 297, 440; 11. 31, 116. 

dvatuxeorepos 6. 226, 
dvorvyxia 6. 158. 

Swped 6. 172. 

dixaiws 

dikaorepoy 6. 130. 
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| ei 6. [115], 123, 224, 226, 230, 250, 

223 

cay Grqe ea LOM LL Od) Lana 2. 
éavrow (avrov) 6. 16, 80, 168, 177, 345, 3583 

8. 5, 45- 
€Bdopunkovra 6. 30. 
€Bdouos (figure) 11. 232. 
eyyovos rh 140. 

eyo 6. 256, 260, 269, 296, 315°, 335?, 337) 

419, 442, 495. 510; 8.13, 49, [82]; 11. 
go; [12. 32]. mets 6. 261; ll. 30?; 
WA, Tey, 

edédew 6. 552; 12. 28. 
éOvos. PE6var| krioets 11. 213. 

296, 

301, 351, 355, 494, 5023 7.[73], 187, 
194; 8.57; ll. 190; 12. 22. 

eidévac 7. 40. 

eidwAov 9. 14. 

eixkds 6. 252, 322, 344. 
eva 6. [114], 124, 141, 145, 149, 154, 168, 

174, 194, 201, 244, 246, 251, 256, 277, 
284, 327? 337, 344, 356, 426, 480, 
562; 7. 18, 54, 72, 221, 236, 341, 465 ; 
8.9, 49, 53,57; 9. 32; 10. 5, 59, 87, 93, 
100; Il. 31, 43, 58, 75, 83, 96, 147, 
MY/@h wtekeip TOA, sie w/e 

etrep 10. 33. 
es 5. 31; 6. 93?, 165, [234], 260, [[330l, 

BUON 254 ACORN 2cd 16.42); ON msl: 
VON G65 1 2245.22: 

cis 7. 191; [10. 238. ] 
eioayew 11. 227. 

ciovevar 6. 234. 

eira 6. 201? 
| elwOevac 7. Q5- 

ex, €€ 6. 186, 285; 7.194; 10. 41 

59, 60; 12. 12. 
éxaotos 6. 476; 9. 19. 

exatov 10. 74. 

Sis) 1. rv 

| €xyovos (eyyovos TI) 11. 146. 

exdcddvac 10. 34? 
| exec 9.9; 10. 103. 

exeivos 6. 63°, 704; 7. 27, 45, 68, 80, 228, 
396; 8.36; 9. 10; 10. 18, 21, 31, 1947; 
11. 59, 79; 12. 18-19. Cf. Keivos. 

exetoe 12. 27. 

| exmAew 5. 472; 10. 40. 

extidecOa 11. 148. 
extive 6. 249, 300. 
exriats 6. 490. 

exevye 6. 7. 
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“Edatos 11. 57. 
eAdxiotos 6. 157. 
eevbe|p 7. 344. 

*Edevoina 12. 21. 

‘EdAavixos 11. 212. 

‘EMas 10. 59. 
"EAnves 8. 127; 10. 24, 108, 192. 
ednis 6. 198. 
euds 6. 258, 322. 
*Epredoxhyjs 9. 17. 

ev 6. 11, 120, [370]; 9.13; 10..[88], 105; 
11. 34, 36, 39, [73], 87, 103, 114, 120-1, 
129, 213, [219], 229, 232, 280, | 302]. 

evavrios 6. 274, 534- 
€vexa 7. 71. vexev 7. 17, 98. 
evOade 12. 26. 
evoxyrety 6. 263. 

evrevbev 6. 3.43. 

e£aihyns 6. 351 ; 

efehavvey 11, 125. 

e€eracew [6. 343 ]3 Tle BPR 

ééjs 11. 147. 
efouoia 7. 45. 

erauew 8. 20 

evel [6. 163. | 

ereton 6. 13, 34, 

10. 111? 

1553 7. 419. 
émera 11. 58, 72. 

emi 6. 82, 146, 184, 188, 199, 337, 5083 
7. 29, 50; 9. IO-11; 

emOexvuvar 6. 348. 

emikoupos [6. 164. | 

*Eixoupos 9. 16. 

empevew 6. 156. 

10. 43; ll. 286. 

emiminte 10. 11? 

enumAew 6. 372. 

emutroAn 7. gu 337- 
emitnoeos 6. 658. 

emuribevac 10. 14473 11. 82. 
emitperew 6. 135, 350. 

emitporn 6. 267. 

émizporos 6. 244. 

emituyxave 8. 52? 

epyateo@ar 6. 207, 719? 

epyov 5. 31; 10. 17. 
epev 6. 224, 329; 7. 66-7; 9.14; 10. 36 

12. 34. 
“Epps 11. 126. 
“Eppurmos 11. 119. 

epvOpés 11. 235. 
epxerOar 6. 60, 347. 

INDICES 

éoxaros 6. 346; ll. 245. 
€raipos 6. 246, 257. 

erepos 6. 297-8, 302, 313, 322, 327, 3383 
Mere gat 

eros 6. 440; 18. passim. 
eVdammovety 6. 153. 

| evOamoveatepos 6. 229. 

evepyesia 6. 178, 217 
evepyle 10. 255- 

evAaBeicba 8. 47. 
evvouvxos [10. 130. | 

Evpuridns 11. 87. 

evpioxew 6. 83; 8. 48; 12. 12. 
eioeBys 12. 6. 

evruxia 6. 200. 

evgnpew 8. 6. 
exyeoOa 11. 147. 
epodos 10. 96. 
epoppay 11. 78. 

exew 6. 41, 198, 232, 207, 504, 5535 7. 44, 
59, 177, 221; 8.79, [83]; 9. 31°, [37]; 
10. 44; oe 63; 12. 5. 

€xOpa 7. 71; 43. 

exdpés = Lise, 258, 320, 349, 359- 
€ws 6. 152. 

Zets 5. 33; 7. 108, 216; 11. 76, [163 |. 
(n\orun| os 5. 29. (ndorimas 8. 83 

Gy 10. 106. 

¢nrew 11. 94. 

Cwypew 10. 75. 

7 6.[ 196], 228, 298-9, | 360], 362; 7. 65, 68; 
8. 10, 12; 9. 16-17; 11. 67, 170, [246]. 

nyetoOa 6. 276, 5006. 
nyepovia 10. 267, 34? 

| 70n 6. 982; 11. 125. 

ndovn 11. 246. 

*Hiay 10. 43. 
yeev 6. 13°; 8. 41. 
Helos 6. 168. 
nArixia 6. 204. 

| WAtos 6. 250, 355. 

“Hpakhijs 11. 

nuepa 6. 33, 93? 
nuctepos GB. 142. 

jpious 6. 78, 822; (symbol) 9. 36. 
yy (‘I said’) 8. 37, 49. 
nmepos 10. 95. 

123 
novxia 7. 248, 
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@avaros 11. 150. 
Oapoeiv 11. 141. 

OcuioroxAns 8. 3. 38, 84-5 ; 10. 7. 
@codextys 11. 280? 

Gcoloridys (Ocodoridns M1) 6. 249, 300. 

Ocouynotos (2) G6. 240, 247, 255, 34 

(4) 7. 219. 
Geds 11. 89, 95. Ocot 11. 74?; 12. 30. 
deparawa 6. 2383 7. 60, 96, 472. 

Ccomte’s 13. 2. 

O@noavpos 6. SI. 

Oovxvdidys 11. 115. 

Opaxes 11. 221. 
Opacts 7. 64. 
Opacwridns 5. 25. 
Ovew (11. 74. | 

‘Tarerés 11. 120. 
iStos ‘7. 70. 
iepeds 12. 73, 81? 
iepds 11. 59. 

|ter Oat Wenhoks 

wa [6. 144 ] 

inmxos 8. 12. 
‘Immobepans 6. 74?, 137, 147, 237- 

immon 11. 346. 

‘Trmopevns 13. 9. 
trmos 11. 124, 127. 

toravac 7. 241; Ll. 72. 

igropia 11. 54. 

ioxvs 11. 63. 

inv), 6. 886. 

tows 11. 84. 
“ov 11. 121, 2772 

kabaipewv 6. 197: 
xabamep 7. 95, 3302; Il. 45, 49, 167- 
kabiotavac 8. 46; 12. 15. 

kaOodos 6. 165. 
kai. ok = xai 11. 216. «ai yap 7. 187; 

12. 12. «at pny 7. 58. 
Kawets 11. 41, 46-7, 55, 85- 

Kawy 11. 56. 

katrep 11. 171. 

Kaicap 12. 9, IT, 24, 32- 

kairo 6. 118, 321. 
kakos 5. 17. 

kadeiv 6. 483; 10. 57; Ll. 107. 
ka\@s 5. 27, 50; 7. 220; 8. 34; 12. 13. 

Kapxndov 6. 370. 

| xara 7. 81, 171, 1923 9. 16; 11. 80, 122. 
| katayew 6. 190. 

kataytyvooxew 7. 160. 

katabixate 7, 215. 
karaxoyuotys 10. 131. 

; | xaraxénrew 11. 79. 

catadeyew 11. 53. 

kataXetrevv 10, 102. 

karackevate 6. 265; 7. 307. 

katappoveww 6. 4193; 7. 109. 

xatapuyn 10. 230? 

xarevrelyecOar 7. 30, 43- 
katépxyecfat 6. 12, 38, 42, 45, 115, 175- 

karexew 10. 123? 
katnyopia 7. 224. 

karontpicew 9. 19. 

kaTomTpov 9. 10. 

keivos 11. oI. 
KeAevew 6. 38, 235; 7- 20, 214; [L1. 74.] 
Kevravpo 11. 71, 78. 

cevrew 11. 66. 

| xndeorns 7. 217. 

Kizey 10. 38, [62 |. 
kwduvevew 10. 71. 

kivduvos 6. 346; 7. 72. 

| KAeldixos (kNeodixos 11) 13. 8. 

kAyCew 11. 162 a. 

kAnpos 6. 487, 491. 
KoaAepos 11. 107. 

Kéyxn 9. 30. 
kowaves 6. 379- 

kopicerda 6. 16?, 43, 173- 
Képwos 11. 88. 

| kparew 11. 47. 

Kparivos 11. 36. 

kplows [6. 139. | 

kpitns 11. 32. 
Kpirwv eaZo: 

cracOa 6. 44. 

krious 11. 214. 

| xvafos 9. 27-8, 33-4. 

Kuzpos {10. 65.| 

kupteve 7, 85. 
Kupwos J. T19? 

Aakedarpdrot 8. 103. 

NapBdvey 6. 79, 227, 298, [302], 339; 11. 
206. 

| AapmpoxAjs 11. 170, 172. 

Aa7mida 11. 70. 



226 

heye B. 30?, 412, 43-4; 6. 79, 131, 182, 

340; 7. 47, 95, 193, 290, 3367; 8. 4, 
ig WO; 75 bk, arp, 3% 55. 89, [120], 
122, 175, 240; 12. ity 

Aevroupyety 7. 20. 

Aewxpatns 13. 10. 

Adyos 7. 335: 
Aoyxopdpos 10. 120 ? 

Aourds B. 146, 149. 

Aux Tl. 251. 

Avxopndns 10. 50 

Avképpav 7. 28, 106, 160, 287. 
Aurety 6. 176. 

Avotas 6. 36, 79, 136, 

Avourmos 11. 34, 301. 

217, 2LO. 222, 150, ; 

padnrns 11. 172? 

padwora 11. ts 
Haptupely 6. 

Haprupia Tc Bn 

paptus 6. 253, 

L438], 477, 
peyas 6. aa) ; ‘3 
Ais Wik, wayeh, 
44; ie. p¥VS ILS {0)3), 

peeOrévat 11. 

pet&ts 11, ee 

pelav 6. 194? 
MeAnoias (a) 11. 100; 

pedrew 7. 85. 

) 1374) 376, 380, 436, 

o-I, $28, 850. 

8; 9. 29, 30, 33; 10. 25, 
I peytatos 6. 218; 8. 

(6) 11. 117. 

eee 6. 222. 

nev 6. 11, 39, 115, 122, 149, 152, 174, 184, 
Beil 256, 301, 322, 338, 377 502, 554 3 
Te 20s 170i) LOSs LOAN 2OoRnOe Le 

LORS uO N55 er Ls 84, 102, 123; 11. go, 
[rog], 112, 124; 12. 16. 

Mevor 11. 114. 
pepos 6. 157; 9. 35- 

pera 6. 18, 35-6, 76, 187, 206; 10. 42 
12. 4,7? 

peraixpuov 11. 219 ? 
perapeAnoay 6. 203 

pérotkos 6. 154. 

pen 6: 1245 225, 290; 2435 2ht 206) B11, 

AST) Talo, 102) 22204457 LOnmnZ6 
pndé 7. 447. 

pydeis 6. 545; 7. 43- 
pnkert 7. 31 

py 7.58 
pnvodew 6. 319. 

INDICES 

Midov [11. 173 ?| 

Mi@pidarns 10. 130. 

puxpds 9.34. Cf. petov. 

MaAriadns 10. 39. 
ployer @a 11, 57. 
puoOds 6. 332° 
pra 6. 248; 9. 36. 
Mvaceas 11. 128, 

pévos 10. 137; 12. 20. povoy 6. 

ie 5 Yo Os) 8 dbl, sGy7p 
povotkds 8. 10. 

Mvows 15. 699. 

230, 243, 

val 5. 45. 

Naftor 11. 219? 
vaupaxia 10. 10, 13. 

vats 6. 369, 387; 10. 73, 98, 267°? 
veos 12. 1. 
vn Ata 5. 33; 7. 108, 216. 
vyros 10. 46. 

Nexaevs 12. 1 
Nekxoorparos 6. 17. 

vonitew 8. 49; 10. 94. 
vopos 6. 128. 
vov 5. 30; 6 

put 6. 13, 194, 233, 
v& 10. 105, 115 ? 

18 Yio tos Wh Gyeyg IP ay. 

257, 804. 

Zevor|Ajjs| 6. 15. 

&evos 6, 168; 11. 236. 

6. Ta eis Tov Tipatcoy 9. 13. apo Tov 6. 256. 

dySoos 9. 35. 

680s 11. 127. 
ea tes as 272. 

dOev 7. 2 : [1o. 36. | 
oter Oat z 193; 8. 37; 12. 60? 
oixetos 6. 337. 
oikta 6. 44; 7.57, 84. 

oikodopnew 6. 195. 
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EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND 

GRAECO-ROMAN' BRANCH. 

WE EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND, which has conducted Archaeological research 

in Egypt since 1882, in 1897 started a spectal department, called the Graeco-Roman 

Branch, for the discovery and publication of remains of classical antiquity and early 

Christianity in Egypt. 

The Graeco-Roman Branch issues annual volumes, each of about 250 quarto pages, with 

facsimile plates of the more important papyri, under the editorship of Prors. GRENFELL and 

Hunt. 

A subscription of One Guinea to the Graeco-Roman Branch entitles subscribers to the annual 

volume, and to attendance at the Fund's lectures in London and elsewhere. A donation of £25 

constitutes life membership. Subscriptions may be sent to the Honorary Treasurers—for 

England, Mr. J. Grarton Ming, 13 Zavrstock Square, London, W.C. 1; and for America, 

Mr. Cuester I. Campsett, 503 Zremont Temple, Boston, Mass. 

PUBLICATIONS OF THE EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND. 

ieee — 

MEMOIRS OF THE FUND. 

I. THE STORE CITY OF PITHOM AND THE ROUTE OF THE EXODUS. 
For 1883-4. By Epouarp NavILLE. ‘Thirteen Plates and Plans. (/ourth and Revised 

Edition.) 255. 

Il. TANIS, Part I. For 1884-5. By W. M. Frinpers Perriz. Eighteen Plates 

and two Plans. (Second Edition.) 255. 

III. NAUKRATIS, Part I. For 1885-6. By W. M. Frinpers Perriz. With 

Chapters by Ceciy SMiTH, ERNEST A. GARDNER, and BARCLAY V.HEApD. Forty-four Plates 

and Plans. (Second Edition.) 255. 

IV. GOSHEN AND THE SHRINE OF SAFT-EL-HENNEH. For 1886-7. 
By Epouarp NaVILLe. Eleven Plates and Plans. (Second Edition.) 255. 

V. TANIS, Part II; including TELL DEFENNEH (The Biblical ‘ Tahpanhes ’) 
and TELL NEBESHEH. For 1887-8. By W. M. FLINDERS PETRIE, I. LL. GRIFFITH, 
and A.S. Murray. Fifty-one Plates and Plans. 255. 

VI. NAUKRATIS, Part II. For 1888-9. By Ernest A. Garpner and F. Lr. 
GRIFFITH. Twenty-four Plates and Plans. 255. 

VII. THE CITY OF ONIAS AND THE MOUND OF THE JEW. The 

Antiquities of Tell-el-Yahidiyeh. 4x Lxtra Volume. By Epouarp NAVILLE and 

F. Lu. GRIFFITH. Twenty-six Plates and Plans. 255. 

R 



XVI. 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 

XXV. 

XXVI. 

XXVII. 

XXVIII. 

XXIX. 

XXX. 

XXXI. 

XXXII. 

XXXII. 

XXXIV. 

XXXV. 

XXXVI. 

BUBASTIS. For 1889-90. By Epnouvarp Navirie. Fifty-four Plates. 259. 

. TWO HIEROGLYPHIC PAPYRI FROM TANIS. Ax Extra Volume. 
Containing THE SIGN PAPYRUS (a Syllabary), By F. Li. GrirrirH. THE 
GEOGRAPHICAL PAPYRUS (an Almanac). By W. M. FLINDERS Perriz. With 
Remarks by HEINRICH BruGscnH. (Ozd of print.) 

. THE FESTIVAL HALL OF OSORKON II (BUBASTIS). For 1890-1. 
By EpouarD NAVILLE. ‘Thirty-nine Plates. 255. 

. AHNAS EL MEDINEH. For 1891-2. By Epovarp Navittr. Eighteen 
Plates. And THE TOMB OF PAHERI AT EL KAB. By J. J. TyLor and F. Li. 
GRIFFITH. Ten Plates. 255. 

. DEIR EL BAHARI, Introductory. For 1892-3. By Epovarp Navittr. 
Fifteen Plates and Plans. 255. 

. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part I. For 1893-4. By Epovarp Navirre. Plates 
I-XXIV (three coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 

. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part II. For 1894-5. By Epovarp Navittr. Plates 
XXV-LV (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 

7. DESHASHEH. For 1895-6. By W.M. Frinpers Perri. Photogravure and 
other Plates. 255. 

DEIR EL BAHARI, Part III. For 1896-7. By Epovarp Navitte. Plates 
LVI-LXXXVI (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 

DENDEREH. For 1897-8. By W. M. Frinvers Petrie. Thirty-eight Plates. 
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